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Mr.  Lawrence  W.  Johnson 
Ebcecutive  Secretary- 
Council  of  Governments 
Winchester  Hall 
Frederick,  Maryland  21701 

Dear  Mr.  Johnson: 

We  are  pleased  to  submit  this  report,  entitled  Frederick  Govern- 
mental Complex:  Site  Evaluations  and  Recominendation,  to  the 
Frederick  County  Council  of  Governments, 

As  requested  by  the  Council  of  Governments,  the  Department  of 
State  Planning  staff  evaluated  twelve  alternate  sites  for  the 
proposed  County  Courthouse/State  Office  Building  complex.  All  sites 
were  personally  inspected  and  thoroughly  investigated  and  it  is  hoped 
that  this  report  addresses  all  of  the  questions  and  concerns  raised 
by  members  of  the  Council  of  Governments. 

It  is  our  belief  that  many  factors,  in  addition  to  cost,  must 
be   examined  in  determining  the  best  site  for  this  complex.  This 
report  is  an  attempt  to  address  all  of  these  factors. 

My  .staff  will  be  happy  to  meet  with  the  Council  of  Governments 
and  answer  any  questions  that  you  may  have. 

We  anpreciate  this  opportunity  to  work  with  you. 

Sincerely, 

Vladimir  Wahbe 
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SUMMARY 

1,  Frederick  Ccunty  is  experiencing  an  increasing  demand  for  public 
services  due  to  an  increasing  population  and  the  ever  expanding 
role  of  povemment.     Many  of  the  present  facilities  housing  State 
and  County  agencies  are   already  overcrowded  and  are  no  longer 
sufficient  to  meet  their  office   space  needs.     The  inadequacy  of  the 
present  space  used  by  these  functions  mil  become  increasingly 
worse  witii   the  anticioated  growth  of  Frederick  Couinty  and  tlie   in- 
creasing demand  for  government  services.     Projected  gross  space 
needs  for  the  State  and  County  for  the  year  1978  are  U3,l50  and 
81,100  square  feet  respectively, 

2,  "^ere  is,  in  particular,  an  immediate  need  for  a  new  Courthouse  to 
house  the  District  Co'irt,   facilities  for   the  Circuit  Coirrt  and  also 
Court  related  agencies  such  as  Juvenile  Services  and  Parole  and 
Probation. 

3,  Because  most  agencies  in   Frederick  need  additional  office   soace,  it  is 
recommended  that  new  Courthouse  and  office  facilities  be  constructed 
to  house  both  Court  and  non-Court  related  State  and  County  agencies. 
Advantages  of  such  a  complex  are: 

a.  Keeping  services  together  will  provide  convenience  to  and  save 
time  for  the  public. 

b.  ]t  would  facilitate  agency  cooperation  and  interaction   thus  im- 
nrovinr  service  delivery. 
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c.  Capital  costs  would  be  reduced  by  the  more  efficient  use 

of  space. 

d.  Sharing  of  eq-iipment  would  reduce  operating  costs. 

U,     A  central  business  district  location  is  considered  best  for  loca- 
ting the  Courthouse  complex,     'ftie  advantages  of  a  CBD  location  are 
as  follows: 

a.  It  is  accessible  by  automobile  from  all  parts  of  the  County. 

b.  It  is  within  easy  walking  distance  for  most  poor  and  elderly 
citizens  in  Frederick. 

c.  Such  a  location  is  close  to  exist:! ng  County  governmental  faci- 
lities,   the  business  community  and  essential  related  services. 

5.     Twelve  sites,   eight  in  outlying  locati  ons  and  four  in  the   downtown 
area,  were  evaluated  in  this  study.      The  outlying  sites,  by  virtue 
of  their  physical  isolalion  and  lack  of  approach  roads,  were  rela- 
tively inaccessible.     Of  the   downtoi'm   locations  examined,   the    site 
at  the  southwest  corner  of  West  Patrick  and  Court  Streets  is   con- 
sidered to  be  the  best  because  it  is  of  sufficient  size,  is  close 
to  existing   governmental  agencies,  and  is  easily  accessible   to 
those  choosing  to  drive  or  walk. 
Cost  of  the   site  wov^ld  be  roughly  $1  million.     The  John  Hanson 

House,  a  historical  building  on  the   site,   can  be  effectively  integrated 

into   the  proposed  complex. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Frererink  Cotmty  is  presently  experiencing  a  rapidly  escalating 
demanri  for  o'oblic   services  as  a  result  of  population  increases   and  the 
exnanding  rols  cf  gcvemment  in  modern   society.     Because  of  this  in- 
creasing need,   prese'-t  County  service  facilities  have  become  o-.ercrowded. 
This  problem  is  particularly  acute  with  the  Circuit  Court,  which  needs 
additional  courtrooms  and  ancillary  spaces j  and  also  many  County  agencies, 
which   find  their  office  space  to  be  increasingly  inadequate.     To  remedy 
this  situation,   the  County  has  decided  to  b-^ild  a  new  Courthouse  in  down- 
town Frederick  near  the  present  government  offices  centered  around 
Church  and  Court  Streets, 

State  involvement  in  this  issue   stems  from  the    simultaneous  reali- 
zation that  its  agencies  located  in  Frederick,  particularly  the  District 
Court,  needed  office   space  and  also  that  the   District  Court  would  function 
better  if  housed  with  the  Circuit  Court,      iith  these  needs  in  mind  and 
noting  the  fact  that  leasing  office   space  from  private  owners  was  becoming 
in  ere  a  5 'ncly  expensive,   t' e  State  requested  that  it  be  allowed  "^.c   house 
both   tlie  district  Court  and  agencies  now  I'-asinp   space  in  the  proposed 
County  Courthouse  building  with  the  State   reimbursing  the  County  for  the 
costs  it  incurs,      ■'■he  County  indicated  an  interest  in   Uiis  arrangement 
and  also  req'iested  the  State  to  aid  in  evaluating  the  dcwntovm  sites  in 
Frederick  that  the   County  was  considering. 

Both  the  State  and  County  conducted  studies  to   determine  their  re- 
spective soace  needs.     The  Department  of  State  Planning  (EKP)   staff 
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surveyed  State  and  State  funded  County  afencies  to  determine  where 
they  would  best  be  located  and,  upon  examining  the  results  of  its 
survey,   supported  the  County's  contention  that  a  downtown  site  was 
most  desirable. 

The  DSP   staff  then  explored  the  three  downtown  sites  originally 
proposed  by  the  County  pl^is  several  additional  locations  in  or  near 
the  central  business  district  (CBD)   in  an  attempt  to  determine  liiiich 
one  would  best  suit  existing  and  projected  needs.     It  selected  a  site 
on  West  Patrick  Street  because  of  its  central  location,  easy  accessibili- 
ty and  its  adequate  size.     The  State  then  recommended  to  the  Frederick 
County  Commissioners  that  the  VJest  Patrick  Street  site  be  purchased. 

At  this  time  a  series  of  planning  meetings  were  held  between 
representatives  of  the  State  and  County  governments  to  determine  the 
feasibility  of  a  State/County  complex  and  to  define  working  relationships 
between  the  txro   governmental  levels.      The  meetings  concluded  mth  the 
recommendation  for  a  joint  complex  where  the   judiciary  and  other  agency 
functions  could  be  housed  together.     The  State  and  County  agreed  to 
share  the  costs  of  site  acquisition  and  preliminary  design  of  the  complex, 

These  recommendations  were  presented  to  the   Frederick  County  Council 
of  Governments.     During  this  briefing,   concern  was  voiced  over  the  re- 
puted high  cost  of  the  VJest  Patrick  Street  site.     As  a  result,   the  Stat 
was  asked   to  examine  other  locations  outside  of  the  CBD  in  the  hopes 
that  one  of  these  might  be  both  suitable  and  less  expensive.     As  a  result 
of  this  briefing  and  a  later  nublic  meeting,  nine  additional  sites, 
eight  in  outlying  locations  and  one  bordering  the  CBD,  were   suggested  for 
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consideration.     The  State  was  then  asked  to  evaluate  these  locations 
in  adi:^riition  to  the  ones  it  had  already  explored.     Because  the  General 
Assembly  had  appropriated  fimds  for   the  project  plus  the   fact  that 
both  the  State  and  Frederick  County  faced  acute   space  needs,   the   Frederick 
study  was  accelerated  arid  given  special  attention  by  the  EBP  staff. 
This  report  then,    gives  the   findings  of  the   site  examination,   analyzes 
the  data  collected,  and  makes  a  final  recommendation  concerning  the 
optimal  location  for  the   governmental  complex. 
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BASIC  CONSIDERATIONS   IN  SELECTING  A  SITE 

Before   selecting  the   location  for  the  governmental  comolex,  it  was 
first  necessary  to  fathom  the  need  for  p-iblic   services  in  Frederick 
and  then  to  translate  this  need  into  approximate  locational  and  space 
requirements. 

First,   the  administrators  of  all  County  and  State  funded  agencies 
and  also  Co^jnty  agercies  which  deal  heavily  with  the  public  were  inter- 
viewed,    A  sample  interview  form  is  provided  in  the  appendix.     The  major 
points  addressed  in  the  interviews  concerned  the  popiilation   served,   in 
particular,  its  needs,   place  of  residence,   and  means  of  transportation 
used.     The  questionnaire  was  also  used  to  develop  space  needs  of  each 
apercy  as  well  as  to  indicate  the   degree  of  interaction  between  these 
acti  vitiesr 

1,  With  few  exceptions,   the  agencies  irith  heavy  public  contact 
serve  an  overwhelmingly  middle  to  low  income  population.     In 
fact,  over  60%  of  the  caseload  of  Vocational  Rehabilitation, 
Social  Services,   Parole  and  Probation,   Public  Defender  and 
County  Health  consists  of  low  income  citizens  with  incomes  of 
less  than  $5,000  a  year, 

2,  "J^e  majority  of  the  caseload  from  these   socially  oriented  agen- 
cies reside  in  the  City  of  Frederick, 

3,  Many  people  using  services  walk  to  the   site.     This  is  true  be- 
cause a  81  pTiif leant  number  of  the  poor  and  elderly  people 
ufllnp  these  services  live  near  these  agencies  and  also  because 
many  of  then  don't  drive. 
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h.     As  indicated  in  Table  1,  most  agencies  queried  indicated 

the  desire  to  be  located  downtown,      •'■'his  is  particularly  true 
of  those  activities  which   deal  specifically  with   the   disadvan- 
taged population. 
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TABLE  1 

PRSSEMT  MD  PREFEaRED  LOCATION  OF 

STATS  A»lI>''TSTEREr  AND/OR  FUNDED  ACHNCIES 

FRECERICK,  MARYLAND 


District  Court 
Parole-Probation 
Juvenile  Services 
Public  Defender 
Employment  Security 
Social  Ser\nces 
HeaQ.th  Department 
Vocational  Rehabilitation 
"eterans  Administration 
Department  of  Education 
Md.   Extension  Service 
State  Forester 
Assessments  Taxation 
Fire  Marshal 
District  linpineer  SHA 
ROW  IM\lfion 
SHA 


PRESENT 

Courthouse 

10  >/.   College  Terrace 

28  N.   Court  Street 

18  W.   Church  Street 

22  W.    Church  i^treet 

28  N,  Court  Street 

Winchester  Hall 

50U  '.^f.  Patrick  Street 

'Winchester  Hall 

ll5  E.  Church  Street 

Winchester  Hall 

1199  A  East  Avenue 

V.'inchester  Hall 

Monte vue  Home 

h   Locust  Street 

7th  Street 

Shipping  Center 


PREFERRED 

Downtoim 

Downtown 

Doimtown 

Do  Ml  town 

Downtown 

Downto^m 

Downtown 

Downtown 

Downtown 

Downtown 

Downtown 

Frinp,e  Location 

Downtown 

Frinpe  Location 

Fringe  Location 

Fringe  Location 


Source:     Der>artment  of  State  Planning,  Survey  of  State  and  County  Agency 
Office  Space,  rarkinn  and  Personnel  Needs,  Spring  1973, 
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5.     'I'he  survey  indicated  that  certain  agencies  of  both  the  State 
and  County  irork  closely  together  and  form  natural  groupings. 
One  major  grouping  includes  the  Court  and  Court  related  ser- 
vices.    State  agencies  in  this  group  are  the  District  Court, 
Parole  & Probation,  Public  Defender,  and  Juvenile  Services, 
County  Agencies  are  Circuit  Court,   Clerk  to  Circuit  Court, 
States  Attorney,   Register  of  Wills,  Orphans  Court,  Sheriff  and 
Department  of  Public  Safety.     In  addition.  Assessments  and  Taxa- 
tions must  also  be  in  close  pro^amity  to  the  County  land  records 
although  its  services  in  no  way  directly  relate  to  the  agencies 
mentioned  above.     Another  grouping  encompasses  the  social  wel- 
fare oriented  activities  such  as  Health,  Social  Services,  Em- 
ployment Security,  Veterans  Commission,   and  Vocational  Rehabili- 
tation,    These  two  groupings  as  a  whole  also  have  at  least  a 
moderate  degree  of  interaction  between  them.     Because  of  the    com- 
plimentary nature  of  these   servi.ces  it  was  felt  that  they  be 
co-located  to  encourage  coordination  among  them  and  a  meshing  of 
their  combined  efforts  in  service  delivery.     This  is  necessary 
if  the   State  is  to  implement  a  multi-servi-ce  center  operation 
in  Frederick  offering  improved  service  delivery  to  Frederick 
Countians, 
Having  identified  the  nature  of  the  need,   the  location  of  the  client 
population  using  services  and  the  interactions  between  services,  it  was 
then  necessary  to  project  future   space   demands  and  to  determine  the   size 
site  needed  to  accomodate   goveinmental  needs. 
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state   agencies  were  asked  to  indicate   their  present  and  fut-'ore 
employment  and  narking  needs.     The   survey  indicated  that  State  agency 
employment  vrould  increase  at  a  rate  of  ^%  a  year  at  least  until  1978, 

Using  Uiese  fip:res  and  soace  standards   supplied  by  the  State  Office 

2 
Space  Committee,   an  estimation  was  derived  for  thfe     amount  of  gross 

office   space  that  would  be  needed  in  which  to  house  the  complex.      Data 
on   space  needs  for  County  agencies  was  obtained  from  the  Board  of  County 
Commissioners  vAich  provided  an  estimation  of  the  office   space  needed 
for  each  County  agency  in  I9B0.     A  breakdown  of  the  office  space  and 
parking  needs  for  each  agency  appears  in  Tables  2  thru   $  , 

From  this  information,   it  was  determined  that  a  complex  holding 
79,^50  square  feet  of  office   space  would  be  needed  in  1978  to  accomo- 
date  the  needs  of  those  agencies  which  would  be  housed  there.     In  addi- 
tion,   the  County  will  need  [il4,600  square  feet  for  non-Court  related 
agencies  which  it  nlans  to  house  at  an  expanded  Winchester  Hall.     A  total 
of  525-550  Parking  spaces  will  be  needed  to  meet  staff  and  piiblic  demand 
for  State  and  Co'onty  agencies.      This  is  approximately  6O-8O  more  than 
are  needed  at  present. 
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TABLE  2 
TOTAL  SPACEA'^^R'T^NG  REQUIREMENTS 


County- 
State 


NET   SPACE 

COURT 

NON-COURT 

TOTAL 

29,195 

35,665 

6U,860 

12,600 

21,900 

3U,500 

la, 795 


57,565 


99,360 


County 
State 


GROSS  SPACE 
36,500 

15,750 


52,250 


Uh,600» 

27,UOO 
72,000 


61,100 

1^3,150 

12U,250 


County- 
state 


PARKING 

REOUIREFENTS 

OKWCIAL 

STIFF 

30 

170 

-     85 

lUO 

115 

310 

TOTAL 


200iH«- 


225 
U25 


•«•  At  pr-  sent,  the  County  plans  to   keep  its  non-court  agencies  in 

Winchester  Hall 
**  Figures  include  parking  needs  for  non-County  agencies. 

Source:     Department  of  State  Planning,  Survey  of  State  and  County  Agenc 

Office  Space,  Parking  and  Personnel  Needs,  Spring  1973  (For  Ta 

2  &  3) 
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TABLE  3 
FREDERICK  GOVERNMENT  COMPLEX 
ESTIMATilD  SPACE  NEEDS   FOR  MARYLMJE  STATE  OFFICES 


A,  State  Agencies  Housed  in  Complex 

1,  Court  Related 

District  Court 
Public  Defender 
Juvenile  Court  Services 
Parole  4  Probation  (1) 

Total 

2.  Non-Court 

Vocational  ?ehab:litation 
Veterans  Ccmniission 
Maryland  Forest  Service 
Employment  Security  (2) 
Fire  Marshal     (3) 
Comptroller 

Total 

.TOTAL:     State  agencies  in  Complex 

B,  State  Agencier-  './hose  Location  is  Unsettled 

Social  Services 

State  Highway  -Administration  (U) 

Total 

TOTAL:     Space  Required  by  State 

C,  State  Agencies  Housed  by  Frederick  County 

Assessments  and  Taxation 
Goop)erative  Extension  Servj.ce   (5) 
Health  Department  (6) 


1) 
2) 
3) 
li) 

5) 
6) 

7) 


Current 

Space 
Sq.  Ft. 

1978 

Space 

Sq.  Ft. 

2061 
800 
850 

1822 

8000 

900 

1500 

2200 

5533 


Total 


5liU3  (7) 


12600 


787 
2U3 
200 

hsoo 

210 
0 

1100 

300 

uco 

3U00 

boo 

600 

62UO 

6200 

11773 

18800 

[ 
10600 

U600 

10100 
5600 

15200 

15700 

26973 

3U500 

1883 
3560 

3300 

3500 

" 

■■ 

6800  (7) 


Inclur'eE  separate  arMni  stration  and  operations  offices. 
Brrlndes  //IN  Prcp'am. 

i*ire  Karshal     mirht  be  housed  with  'central  Alarm  In  County  space. 
Includes  ii    trict  Engineers  and  '^ight  of  Way  Division.     Excludes  Main- 
tenance Division 

Space  needs  computed  bv  Frederick  County. 

Data  not  provided  by  Deoartment  of  Health.     Propose  County  to  house 
all  proprams  based  on  operational  needs. 

ExcluHrsa  both  County  and  State  space  of  Department  of  Health  and  space 
of  Donartment  of  Agri  cultuf-c. 
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TABLE  U 

ESTIMATED  SQUAEffi  FOOTAGE  NEED  OF   FREDERICK  ODHNTY 
G0VERNW5NT  FOR  WAR  I98O 

1.  Governing  Body  and  Staff 2,5hO 

2.  Personnel  i^epartment 360 

3.  Purchasing  Department 610 

U.  Legal  Department I16O 

5.  Public  Hearing  Hoom 3,000 

6.  Accounting  Department 2, 220 

7.  Tax  Collection S^O 

8.  Data  Processing  Center «. 2,7^0 

9.  Department  of  Assessments  and  Taxations ....3,300 

10.  Department  of  Public  Works ...1,920 

11.  Department  of  Permits  and  Inspection .....2,330 

12.  Two  Conference  and  Hearing  Rooms  at  750  eadi 1,500 

13 .  Planning  and  Zoninf  Department. « U,l55 

Ih.  Central  Supply  and  Printing 2,500 

15.  Department  of  Elections... 1,300 

16.  Alcoholic  Beverage  Oommissioner  and  Inspector, UOO 

17.  Maintenance  Office 235 

18.  Industrial  Development 235 

19.  Community  Ser-vlces  Department 1,500 

2),     Extension  Service  Agency,. 3,500 

21.  Circuit  Court,  related  offices  (2  coTirtrooms) 16,000 

22.  Clerk  to  Circuit  Court 6,100 

23.  State's  Attorney, ., 2,200 

2lj..  Register  of  iifills.  Orphans  Court 1,U50 

25.  Sheriff's  Department 1,500 

26.  Department  of  Public  Safety  (basement  courthouse ) .»1,9U5 

TOTAL  SQUARE  FEET  6U,860 

Source:      Frederick  Coimty  Commissioners 
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TABLE  5 

FREDEFaCK  GOVERNMENT  COMPLEX 

SSTD'ATED  PARKTMG  NEED6   RELATED  TO  !-^ARYL\ND 
STATE  OiTTCiiS 


Current 


1978 


Official     Employee     Public     Official     Employee    ^Public 


State  Agencies  in  Complex 
District  Court 
Public  Defender 
Juvenile  Court  Services 
Parcle   and  Probation 
Vocational  Rehabilitation 
Veterans  Commission 
Maryland   ^orest  Service 
Emoloynent  Security 
Fire  Marshal 
Comptrc  Her 

TOTAL  ^ 


2 
0 

1 
7 
0 

1 

2 
9 
2 


2h 


B,     State  'pencies  Whose  Location 
is  Unsettled 

Social  Services  13 

State  Highvray  Administration  22 

TOTAL  35 

Total  Spaces  Needed  by  State  59 


State  Agencies  Housed  by  County 
Assesaments  and  Taxation  9 


165 


6 

3 
5 

19 
5 

1 

0 

U 
1 


55 
7 

62 

106 


Uo 

3 

3 

0 

3 

2 

10 

10 

3 

0 

h 

1 

1 

3 

20 

11 

1 

U 

_ 

1 

65 

15 

6 

21 

106 


3S 

lU 
23 

37 

72 

13 


207 


8 
U 
6 
26 
8 
1 
0 

5 
1 

2 

61 


65 
9 

7h 

135 

13 


Soiirro:     Department  of  Stat^  Planninr,  Survey  of  St-ito  and  County  A(7ricy  Office 
Space,   Parkinp;  and  Pernonnel  Needs,  Sprlnr  1973 
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Long  rani-e   space  needs  and  minimum  site  requirements  were   deter- 
mined by  interrelating  population  growth,  projected  State/local  goverr.- 
ment  employment  increases,  and  the  trip  generating  and  parking  factors 
engendered  by  government  office  buildings  at  various  locations.      The 
guidelines  used  for  detemining  the  estimates  of  future  needs  are 

outlined  in  Appendix  B. 

Population  projections  by  both  the  Department  of  State  Planning  ani 
the  Frederick  Coimty  Planning  and  Zoning  Comma  ssion  indicate  that  the 
County's  population  will  at  least  double  by  the  end  of  the  century.     Th 
population  growth  will  change  Frederick  County  from  a  basically  rural 
to  a  predominately  urban   subdivision  and  will  meet  a  corresponding  dema 
for  new  government  services  as  well  as  an  increase  in  those  presently 

offered. 

Projections  show  that  total  State /local  government  employment  (for 
both  education  and  other  services)  will  continue  to  grow  faster  than  tt 
population.  In  non-education  services,  employment  is  expected  to  grow 
at  least  as  fast  as  the  Dopulation,  if  not  fast-r,  therefore  the  preser 
need  for  100,000  net  square  feet  of  office  space  will  most  likely  doub] 
by  the  year  2000.  These  trends  are  sho^^-n  in  Figure  2.  The  continued 
grovTth  and  dispersal  of  the  population  of  Frederick  County  ber^-ond  that^ 
time  will  probably  necessitate  the  creation  of  decentralized,  satellite 
governm-nt  facilities  rather  than  a  further  increase  in  the  size  of  th£ 
proposed  comnlex. 


-18- 


The  miniinnin  site   size  necessai^'-  tc  oemit  construction  of 
buildings  canable  of  meeting  space  needs  throuf;h  the  jrear  2000,  on- 
site  parking  reqijirements,   circulation  and  appropriate  landscaping, 
is  sixteen  acres  for  an  outlying  site  and  six  acres  for  a  downtown 
location.      These  two  sizes  reflect  the   differences  in  character  be- 
tween outlying  areas  and  the   central  business  district.     The  initial 
phase  of  ccnstrudtion  in  downtown  Frederick  woiild  req^:ire  approximately 
U.7  acres  tc  house  the   Courthouse  and  Oountj'-  and  State  offices. 

The  less  intense  and  more  residential  characters  of  the  outlying 
areas  is  reflected  in  those  zones  comprising  and  surroimding  the  out- 
lying sites.     A   greater  hei^t  limitation  exists  and  it  is  felt  that  a 
governmental  complex  outside  of  the  downtown  area  should  contain  lower, 
more   spread-out  structures  compatible  with  exj.sting  and/or  future  develop- 
ment.    For  purposes  of  determining  m?nim\un  site  requirements,   one  level 
structures  were  assumed  except  for  downtown  >iiere  an  average  of  three 
levels  was  a-^nlied.     Ilie  area  req-iired   ^'or  parking  was  also  less  dcT\'ntown 
because  of  the  greater  n'lmber  of  clients  and  laiiryers  and  other  professional 
groups  beinr  able  to  walk  to  a  downtown  complex.     Also,  studies  of  the 
trip  gener'-iting  characteristics  of  government  office  bullcSngs  indicate 
that  '^'^D  location  fosters  a  hif^h   percentag-  of  multiple  purpose   trips, 
therefore  pr.cucinp  less  traffic  and  setting  a  lower  level  of  narking 

requirements.     The  calculated  numbers  of  required  parking  spaces  reflects 

3 
the  average   for  oublic  office  bildings  in  a  recent  stndy  adjusted  tc  reflect 

local  conditions  in  Frederick,     Surface  lots  were  ass'imed  for  outlying 

sites.     However,  later  exnansion  at  the  latter  locations  required  con- 

stnjcting  a  second  level  of  parking. 
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Calculations  and  assumptions  for  determining  the  recommended 
minimum  site   sizes  are  in  Appendix  B  to  this  report.     As  the  County 
appears  to  be  planning  for  its  offices  ..to  remain  at  Winchester  Hall, 
these  estimates  may  be  high.     It  is  felt,  however,   that  the  complex, 
should  penra-t  long  range  growth  beyond  what  a  limj.ted  expansion  of 
VJinchester  Hall  would  allow  and,   for  this  reason,   the  estimate  includes 
space  requests  in  all  State/Cotmty  agencies. 

It  if-  the  feeling  of  this  Department  that  the  complex  should  be  i 

located  in  the  City  of  Frederick.      County  development  plans  indicate 
that  Frederick  mil  continue  to  be  the  dominant  commercial  hub  in  the 
Co'mty  in  addition  to  being  one  of  its  fastest  growing  oopulation  centers., 

In  addition  to  agency  supervisory  personnel  in  Frederick  indicating  that    j 

I 
a  doTmtoxMn   site  can  best  meet  the  needs  of  their  client  population,   there  ■ 

are  also  other  reasons  why  a  downtoirm  location  is  best  for  the   govern- 
mental comrjlex.     To  understand  these  reasons  requires  discussion  of  the 
accessibility  factors  affecting  both  the  doTOtoim  and  outlying  portions 

of  the  City. 

I'he  City  of  Frederick  is   served  by  an  excellent  regional  road  net- 
work including  1-70N,   1-70S  and  1-70  freeway  to  Baltimore  and  vfashington 
and  to  Hagerstown  and  beyond,  U.S.   1^  to  the  north  and  3I4O  to  the   south 
and  southwest,     '■'-■he  city  is  thus  ea-ily  accessible  by  automobile  from  all 
points  in  the  surroimding  County. 

Frederick  itself,   is  rather  compact,  with  less  development  surround- 
ing it  than  is  typical  of  a  City  of   similar  size.^    This  relatively  small 
peripheral  expansion  is  probably  the  major  reason  for  the    lack  of  major 
access  roads  from  the  center  of  toKTi  to  onter  areas.      T]-iis  situation. 


^  —     ,20- 


Traffic  traveling  from  outlyine  area^  +^  =   ^       . 

ying  areas  to  a  downtown  CRD  complex  would 
be  dls-iersed  among  a  mmber  of  hs  i-p 

^ber  of  different  roads  which,  while  not  large 
could  adequately  convey  their  traffic  i      .  . 

7  traffic  load  because  this  flow  would  be 

coming  from  only  a  portion  of  town. 

roads  could  reach  it  (as  is  the  case  with    t> 

^  ^*    «'e  proposed  sites  on  the 

"  °"  °"°  "  ""^  --"-^^  ---lop-  -e.  ,„..,.„3  wou.. 
encourage  the  i„n,„  „f  ^ajor  "snln  off"  h      , 

increase  traff  *velop„„t  that  „ould  additionally 

-se  tramc  o„  .ad3  ill.e.^p.ed  to  handle  it.     «,e  end  re.lt 

oi  this  overloading  no     -^f^ 

"=101  ng  is,   of  cc'irse,   severe   traff-i^ 
al,«,.  .  ^^^°  congestion,  a  problem 

activity  won! r  p1  co 

Tiy  wouc  also  occur  around  a  downtown   site     it.   . 
,        ^     ^  '   ^^^  surrour.dings  would 

already  be  hea.aly  built  no,    leaving  far  1... 

ving  far  less  room  for  additional  develon 
-nt  .....th  Us  inevitable  traffic  increases. 

This  difficulty  With  congestion  at  ontlyinr  site^   • 
+■       -     ,  i^^ying  sites  IS  worsened  by 

tHa  ract  th,at  there  is  an  extre.^ly  1„„  le.el  of  „  hllc  t 
available  in  Frederic.      ^.e  ,     «  "^""-transportation 

x-eoenck.     Jue   f    financial  diffi  o.,l  tio.  ^u- 

uiiiici-lties   this  service  wac, 
r-entl,  red.,ced  f.„  ,,^,  ,,^,  ,„  „„^S 

tatlon  *  "^^  ■^^^'^  °^  PuW^c  transpor- 

r  "  """  ""^*^-  ™  ^^  ~-  -  -ther  co„no  ,„ds 
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In  addition  to  a  dovmtown  site's  superior  accessiblity  as 
compared  to  outlying  locations  and  the  fact  that  it  is  near  to  the 
client  ponilation  that  it  would  serve,  such  a  central  site  offers 
the   additional  advantage  of  being  located  near  the  existing  govern- 
mental activity  and  also  the  professional  and  commercial  hub  of  the 
County.     Virtually  the  entire  goverrjnental  apparatus  is  within  two- 
three  blocks  of  the  CBD  as  are  the  offices  of  professional  clients. 
Loca'ing  here  wo^jld  increase  interaction  between  all  of  these  elements 
and  help  stabilize  the   entire  downtown  area.      IVie  Department  staff, 
iiierefore,  recommends  that  a  CBD  site  be  acquired  for  the  purpose  of 
building  the   governmental  complex. 
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Site  Description  and  Analysis 

This  section  of  the  report  gives  specific  data  and  analysis 
on  each  of   the  twelve  sites  considered,      '^o  evaluate  each  of  the 
sites,   a  list  of  criteria  was  developed  along  with  a  numerical 
rating  system  (see  Appendix  C),     Members  of  the  Department   of  State 
Planning  and  Frederick  County  planning  staffs  evaluated  and  rated 
each  of  the   sites  using  "these  guidelines. 

The  eight  outlying  locations  and  the  All  Saint's  Street  site 
in  town  are  each  described  separately.     A  fact  sheet  gives  a  basic 
description  of  each  site  and  this  is  then  followed  by  a  more  detailed 
analytical  discussion.     The  three  CBD  sites  are  discussed  together  in 
a  separate   section  because  their  close  interrelationships  and  their 
almost  identical  socio-environmental  impacts  make  it  imperative  that 
they  be  discussed  as  a  unit. 
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Site  #1     All  Saints  Street  Block 

Location:     On  southern  fringe  of  CBD  boimded  by  South  Market  and  South 
Carroll  Streets,  West  ^outh  and  '.Vest  All  Saints  Streets. 

Reason  for  Consideration:     Site   suggested  at  public  meeting. 

Ownership/Acreage/Availability:     8,2  acre  block  consist  of  'h3  parcels 
ovmed  by  approximately  2^  individuals  and  companies j  no 
inquiries  nB.de  on  possible  purchase. 

Present  ZoningA^se:     Zoning  is  B-3  on  western  1/3  of  block  and  B-1  on 
eastern  2/3;  eastern  portion  is  occupied  by  feed  plant     and 
related  indiistrial   structures;  western  portion  by  mixed 
multi-family  resi  dential  units,    smiU  commercial  establishments, 
and  also  by  an  abandoned  railroad  terminal  designated  as  an  his- 
toric  structure. 

Adjacent  Uses:     Mostly  mixed  commercial,  warehousing,  industrial;   to   east 
lies  rail  freight  station  and  track. 

General  Plan  Recommendations:      Entire  area  reserved  for  general  busjness 
and  industrial  use. 

Tocography:     Middle  of  block  relatively  level  with  escarpment  on  eastern 
and  northern  edge  of  block;   significant  sloping  from  southeast 
to  northwest  comer  at  South  Market  and  East  An  Saints  Streets. 

Access:  Topography  permits  entrance  onto  site  via  South  Street  only. 

Utilities:     Sewer,  electricity  available  at  site;   fire  protection  is 
adequate, 

Ck)3t:  Land  -   ;?:''K,onO  (h.-ised  r.n    f.-rir  m.-irkot  value)  ^ 

7 
Denr lition  -  $200,000  for  entire  block 

lielocation  -  Major  coats  for  relocation  of  families  and 
commercial  actlYltles. 
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AN-A1.YSIS 

Accessibility /Proxjmity  ' 

'j^'he   site  has  fairly  good  automobile  accessibility  from  all  points, 
however,   traffic  would  have  to  arrive  through  surrounding  residential 
areas.      In  lying  approximately  2  blocks  from  the  CBD/goverranental  centers 
along  Church  Street,  it  enjoys  fair  physical  proximity  to  these  activities. 
It  is   also  ^^7ithin  easy  walkinf^  distance  of  many  surrounding  residential 
areas. 

Socio-Developmental/Knvi-ronmental  Impacts 

The  surrounding  area  basically  consists  of  a  racially  mixed,  low 
income  residential  community  combined  with  commercial  and  industrial 
uses.     The  physical  condition  of  the  surrounding  housing  varies  from 
poorly  maintained  to  extensively  rehabilitated  structures.     The  retail 
activity  in  the  area  varies  from  neighborhood  stores  to   the  industrial 
use  prevalent  in  the  eastern  portion  of  the  block. 

The  present  environment  there  is  incompatible  with  that  needed  for 
a  government  center.     An  observation  of  the  area  indicates  that  there  is 
extensive  loitering.     In  addition,  information  supplied  by  the  Frederick 

Police  IJepartment  indicate  that  this  is  an  area  of  significant  social 

8 
problems.     A  government  complex  placed  in  town  must  be  placed  where  people 

would  iSeel  safe  towalk.    It  is  not  believed  that  the  All  Saints  area  meets 

this  reqsdrement  at  the  present  time  and 'for  this  reason,  among  others, 

the   s:' te  is  extremely  questionable. 

Another  problem  idth  using  this  block  is  the  extensive  demolition 

and  relocation  tViat  would  be  necessary.     At  present  there  are  some  53 
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families  and  several  large  commercial  establishments  that  wovlLo  be 
affected.     Destruction  of  the  residential  area  would  cause  great  hard- 
ship to  families  living  there  and  also   destroy  nany  architecturally 
valuable  b'lildings  along  South  Street,     In  addition,   the  removal  of  the 
Southern  States  Cooperative  from  this  block  would  result  in  a  loss  of 
jobs  in  Frederick  unless  this  establishment  is  able  to  re-locate  nearby. 
The  loss  of  this  industrial  complex  would  also  remove  valiiable  land  from 
the  tax  rolls. 

As  mentioned,   the   removal  of  mamerous  fajnilies  from  the  block  would 

work  a  serious  hardship  on  them,  although  they  wruld  receive  relocation 

9 
expenses  if  State  funds  are  used  in  purchasing  the  land.     The  disrup- 
tion of  this  neighborhood  and  the  lives  o ''  those  individuals  living  on 
the   site  would  cause  ijnderstandable  opposition.      This  opposition,  plus 
the  dif'^iculty  of  negotiating  with  nvimerous  owners,  will  make  acquisition 
an  extremely  tedicus  and  lengthy  proposition. 

A  final  \andesirable  environmental  factor  in  building  here  is  the 
spin  off  development  that  would  be  encouraged.      The  increasing  traffic 
generated  by  this  activity  would  undoubtedly  disrupt  this  neighborhood 
and  surroiinding  areas  as  well. 

Site  Characteristics 

There  are  significant  topographic  problems  here  vAii  ch  severely  limit 
access   to  and  construction  on  this  land.      Ilie  northeastern  portion  is  too 
rocky  t>o  build  on.     In  addition,  it  forms  a  cliff  along  All  Saints  and 
Carroll  ftreets,  makjng  it  impossible  to  build  -m  entrance   to  the  site 
from  there.     TTie  block  slopes  toward  Market  and  All  Saints  Stre-^ts.     'Iliis 
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long  incline  would  necessitate  a  great  deal  of  gradj-ng.  The  steep 
hill  would  probably  prohibit  an  entrance  road  from  Market  Street  up 
toward  the  middle  of  the  site.  The  only  logical  place  to  build  an 
entrance  would  be  from  South  Street  and  this  would  almost  certainly 
destroy  some  of  the  abutting  historic  structures.  The  extensive 
grading  and  excavating  needed  to  build  the  complex  and  parking  facili- 
ties wonld  also  be  hampered  by  the  rocky  soil  on  this  site,   •l-'his  would, 
of  course,  add  significantly  to  the  cost. 

Summary 

This  site  -while  close  to  major  activity  centers  and  readily  accessi- 
ble to  pedestrian  traffic  but  it  is  located  in  a  problem  area  and  also 
has  serious  topographic  difficulties.     In  addition,   the  cost  factor 
would  also  be  extremely  high  for  land  purchase,  relocation  and  site  pre- 
paration,    -"'or  these  reasons,   tlriis  site  cannot  be  considered  feasible 
for   the  courthouse. 


I 

I 


-28- 


-29- 


Fiqure    5 


SITE  2.     KRANTZ  AND  WILLARD  PROPERTIES 
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Site  #2     Krantz  and  Carl  B.   Willard  Properties 

Location:     East  side  of  Baughman's  Lane  one  quarter  mile  north  of  Route 
UO.     Site  fronts  on  1^  bypass  between  exits  6  and  7j   approxi- 
mately two  miles  west  of  the  CBD. 

Reason  for  Consideration:     Offered  for  sale  by  Paul  ^.   Ganley,   agent  for 
owner. 

Ownerchip/Acreage/Avai lability:     Owner,  Bessie  Krantz,  will  sell  5U 

10 
acres  in  total  or  portion   thereof  with  restrictions,     Mrs. 

Carl  B,    *i'illa-d,  wife  of  the  late  o'.mer,   is  uncertain  at  this 
time  as  to  whether  or  not  to   sell  adjacent  3  acre  plot. 
Present  ZonJng  and  Use:     R-2,   floodplain  portion  zoned  R-1,   land  farmed 

in  west,   vacant  in  south. 
Adjacent  Land  ^ses:     Hiph  quality  residential  on  north,  Route  1$  by-pass 
on  Sast,  proposed  commercial  on   south  and  farmland  on  West, 
V.'illard  Parcel  improved  residential  structure. 
General  Plan   f.-jcomnendations:      Reserved  for  residential  use. 
Topofraphy:     Basically  level,   dissected  by  floodplains  covering  approxi- 
mately ten  acres  in  northwest  portion,   southeastern  part 
appears  to  have  ooor  drainage. 
Access:     Access  to  prooerty  via  70  feet  frontage  along  Baughman's  Lane 

on  west  and  several  small  residential   streets  from  ncrtl-:west. 
ntiliti'iis:     Sewer  -  Site  served  by  21"  sewer 

.fater  -  12"  wat^r  main  at  Baughman's  Lane  serves  site 
Electricity  -  Sj  te  presently  served  by  electrir-i  ty 
Costs:  Land  -  Krantz  Pronerty  offered  for  .1'.6U0,UU0,  otherwise  $20,UU0 

per  acre  J  TVs  adjacent  frontage  on  Baug>iman's  Lan^  it"   desira- 
ble,  additional  coct  for  i^illard  Property  might  run  as  high  as 

12 
$9C  -  5^120,000  aRCuirJng  purchase  of  entire  Li>0  feet  frontage. 
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ANALYSIS 

Acces: ibility/Proximity 

The  Krantz  property  is  almost  completely  land-locked  having  only 
two  small  access  points.     The  first,   from  the  northwestern  side  of  the 
property,  is  undesirable  because  it  is  narrow  and  also  because  it  can  be 
reached  only  by  local  streets  serving  Rock  Creek  Estates,  a  residential 

neighborhood.      The   second  point  is  a  70  foot  frontage  on  Baughman's 
Lane  to  the  west.     Because  this  entrance  is  of  insufficient  width,   it 
would  be  necessary  to  purchase  additional  frontage.      ITiis  woMld  be  ex- 
tremely expensive,  as  is  evidenced  by  the  fact  that  purchase  of  an  addi- 
tional 150'   of  frontage  on  Baughman's  Lane  would  cost  30  -  U0,000  dollars. Ij 
or  up  to  120, UUU  dollars  for  purchase  of  the  entire  adjacent  3  acre  pares]' 

The   site  car  be  reached  by  several  roads  from  the  cityj   however, 
Baughman's  Lane,   the  only  southern  approach,  is  hampered  by  heavy  traffic 
congestion  at  its  intersection  witli  Route  Uo.     In  addition,   traffic  enteri 
Baughman's  Lane  from  Shookstown  Road,    the  major  feeder  road  into  the  area 
from  north  Frederick,  would  have  to   cross  a  narrow  bridge  which  is  in 
poor  condition.     Both  of  these  major  access  roads,   therefore,  have  probler 
with  congestion. 

The  site  is  located  relatively  close  to  the   shopping  and  dining 
facilities  along  Route   hO,  but  heavy  traffic  woiald  make  walking  to  them 
rather  dangerous.     Also,   the  site  is  too  far  rer'oved  from  the   downtown 
ag  ricies  with  which  the  Courthouse  would  have   to  interact.      It  is  also 
isolated  from  the  poorer  population  which,  often  would  have  little  or  no 
me.3ns  of  reaching  it.     ■''or  those  reasons  the  site  is  unsatisfactory  froit 
an  accessibility  standpoint. 
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Socio -De velonment/am'lrcnm^ntal  Impacts 

The  Frederick  Coimty  Planninp  Ccnimijssion,   as  cons\atant  to  the 
City  Plannin-  and  Zoning  Ccimrission,   has  indicated  the  desdre   to  retain 
zoning  of  this  land  for  residential  deve]:opment,   a  use  far  more  compa- 
tible with  the  locality  than  a  Courthouse  would  be^^  A  covemmental  com- 
plex here  would  throw  traffic  into   surrounding  residential  areas.     In 
addition,  Shookstown  Road,   a  major  approach  road,   passes  through  a  resi- 
dential area.     '.Vhile  a  complex  here  would  spur  commercial  development 
alonr  both  Route  R)  and  Baughman's  Lane,    the  additional  traffic  congestion 
and  nojse  woulc  more  than  offset  any  adva:itage   gleaned  from  this  business 
expansion.      Ihere  are,   in  fact,   already  e:ctersive   traffic  light  cycle   times 
at  the  intersection  of  Baughman's  Lane  and  Route  hv,  a  problem  that  would 
undoubtedly  worsen  T-dth  increasing  development  along  ^oute  hO  and  Baugh- 
man's Lane. 

There  is   also  a  problem  of  localized  flooding  on  the   site.     Develop- 
ment must  remain  clear  of  the    floodplain  cf  Rock  Creek. 

Site  Characteristics 

Acquiring  a  suitable  nortion  of  this  land  wouldn't  be  difficult.      Paul 
B.   C-Pnley,   realtor  for  Mrs.   Krantz,  has  indicated  that  she  would  dr.nate 
the    floodnlain  oortion  for  use  as  a  park  if  tiie  whole  lot  were    purchased. 
The  purchase  of  the  entire  riot,  however,  is  unnecessary  because  the   space 
needs  of  the  complex  are  not  that  extorsive.     When  contacted,  Mr.   Oanley 
Indicated  U.e  willingness  to  discuss  the   sale  of  a  10-15  acre  portion  of 
tt.^  lard  Provided  that  the  sale  would  not  landlock  the  rest  of  the  property. 
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Such  a  condition,   however,   would  be  hard  to  meet  due  to  the  lack  of 
entrance  access  discussed  earlier. 

The  site  would  be  highly  visible  from  Route  l5,   but  trees  along 
its  Baughman's  Lane  frontage  would  limit  its  visual  impact  from  this 
approach.     The  land  is  flat  and  would  require  little  grading;    however, 
a  10-15  acre  portion  of  it  lies  within  a  floodplain.     Construction 
would  best  be  located  on  the  southern  portion  in  order  to  build 
away  from  the  flood-prone  area,  minimize  on-site  development  costs, 
be  closer  to  the  location  of  site  access,   have  greater  visibility  to 
the  public  and  be  closer  to  existing  and  potential  public  transit. 

Summary 

The  property  was  given  a  low  rating  because  of  its  physical 
isolation  and  the  fact  that  it  is  almost  completely  without  access 
to  major  thoroughfares.  These,  plus  the  fact  that  there  is  local 
flooding  and  also  traffic  congestion,  make  this  a  relatively 
un  s  ui  table  si  te • 
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Figure   6 


SITE  3.   MONTEVUE 


LEGEND 

Property  Line 

Water  System 
Sewer  System 
Power  Lines 

Location  of  Complex 

Right  of  Way  or  Easement 

Flood  Prone  Area 

Contour  Line 


Site  #3       Montevue 

Heason  for   ''elpotinr,.     d 

election.     Proposed  by  Cormrdssioner  Lewis. 

Ovmership/Acreage/Availabilitr-     Rfl  C 

p,         ,   ,  "^^     ^^-^  ''""  *"^^*  °^«d  by  Frederick  County 

Present  Zonine/Usp  •     7.,r,^^  r>  -,  ^uiity. 

n./»3e.     zoned  H-1;   site  of  Honte^e  Old  ,,e  H„„e,  .est  of 

land  fa^ed  except  southen,  and  western  portions  „Mch  are 
open. 

^d.i?cent  Uses:  Fort  !>.+>,-! „i, 

Detrxcv  on  east  and  „est,  rest  is  „ixed  residential 

and  agricultural  land. 
.neral  Plan  .emendations.  Intended  for  pn.io  and  institutional  .se. 
Tcpoerap^:  Helati.l.  flat,  .i,.est  .o,.d  in  nort.easte.  corner  and 
extends  as  lo>,  rM,e  south  to„ard  count.  .o™e  complex,  „este^ 
and  southern  portions  lie  in  floodplain. 
Access:    Reached  h.  Hose^ont  .oad,  Monte.e  .ne  runs  t..ou,h  site  to 

Rosemont. 
utilities:  Sewer  -  Site  has  limited  ser^ce 
Water  -  Limited  service 
Electricity  -  Available  on  site 
^-ne  -  Estimated  fair  market  value  is  .^10,000/acre^6 

Utilities  -  Estimated  at  $1,00,000  for  utllitv  .. 

*  ^  lur  utiJity  improvements 

necessa^  to  provide  adequate  service.   Special  assessment  changes 

can  be  expected  to  be  levied  by  Frederick  CUy   to  help  off-set  ^ 

cost  of  regional  utility  expansion. ^^ 


Costs: 
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ANALYvSIS 

Accessibilit;y/Proxiinity 

The  Montevue  site  can  be  reached  from  town  only  along  Rosemont  Avenue. 
This  route  must  presently  accommodate  heavy  Fort  Detrick  traffic  which  has 
already  created  a  bottleneck  at  the  intersection  of  Rosemont  and  Route  1^. 
This  problem  will  be  worsening  with  the  planned  expansion  of  research 
activity  at  Fort  Detrick.   To  accommodate  the  heavy  additional  traffic 
generated  by  a  Courthouse  complex,  Rosemont  Road  would  have  to  be  widened, 
a  process  involving  great  cost.  J| 

In  addition  to  this,  there  are  few  arproach  roads  to  Montevue  from 
the  immediate  vicinity.   Because  of  this  lack  of  surrounding  road  network, 
traffic  would  not  be  able  to  disperse  properly  and  would  be  forced  to  use 
overcrowded  Rosemont  Road. 

Montevue  is,  by  virtue  of  its  physical  isolation,  unable  to  interact 
with  existing  government,  commercial,  and  population  centers  in  town. 
This  isolation  will  make  the  administration  of  County  service  more  costly 
if  Winchester  Hall  and  the  existing  County  Courthouse  continue  to  be 
used.  This  isolation  is  also  serious  because  of  the  lack  of  autom.obile 
accessibility  to  the  site.  It  is  particularly  detrimental  to  those  who 
are  unable  to  drive. 

Socio  Developmental/Environmental  Impacts 

There  are  plans  to  build  other  facilities  on  this  site.  The  County 
is  considering  the  construction  of  a  new  nursing  home  and  health  center 
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on  the  ground.  In  addition,  some  eight  acres  will  be  used  for  the  Roads 
Board  administration  office  and  storage  yard  if  proper  zoning  can  be 
obtained.   These  facilities  woxild,  of  course,  increase  the  already- 
existing  traffic  congestion  along  Rosemont  Road.   The  congestion  problem 
i-rill  be  difficult  to  solve  because  Fort  Detrick  lies  on  two  sides  of  the 
site  and  would  block  constiniction  of  new  access  roads  from  these  directions. 

The  installation  is  also  rather  tmattractive. 

Finally,  the  southern  and  western  portions  of  the  Montevue  property 
lie  in  the  Carroll  Creek  floodplain,  an  obstacle  that  would  limit  con- 
struction to  the  higher  ground  on  the  northeastern  portion  of  the  site. 

Site  Characteristics 

The  northeastern  portion  of  the  land  is  large  enough  to  accommodate 
all  present  and  future  office  space  and  parking  needs.  Since  there  is  no 
off site  parking  space  available,  all  parking  needs  would  have  to  be  met 
onsite.  Another  advantage  to  this  portion  of  the  site  is  the  fact  that  a 
complex  here  would  enjoy  excellent  visibility  from  the  road.  Also,  Montevue 
is  well  known  in  the  Frederick  area  and  a  complex  located  here  would  be 
easy  to  find,  although  difficult  to  reach. 

ntilit.ies 

Although  presently  served  by  an  existing  sanitary  sewer,  this  sewer 
requires  additional  capacity.   Installation  of  a  programmed  interceptor 
along  Carroll  Creek  of  36"  diameter  below  and  27"  above  its  Intersection 
with  Rock  Creek  will  provide  ndennate  service  to  the  area.   However,  ex- 
tension of  this  int^erceptor  through  the  site  is  not  rroprammed  for  the 
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near  future.  The  City  Engineer  has  indicated  that  special  charges  will 
be  assessed  to  projects  lying  within  the  service  area  west  of  Route  IS, 
The  installation  of  an  8"  water  main,  identified  as  project  ^02  in  the 
Frederick  City  Water  and  Sewer  Master  Plan,  is  necessary  to  provide 
adequate  water  for  health  and  fire  protection  to  this  site.    The  present 
water  facilities  are  not  adequate  to  properly  serve  projected  development 
on  the  site.   The  upgrading  of  utilities  to  serve  this  site  beyond 
currently  committed  projects  will  cost  an  estimated  $i;00,000.   The  City 
Engineer  has  indicated  that  the  County  sharing  in  this  cost  may  be  necessarj 
to  secure  their  early  completion  of  these  additional  utility  improvements. 

Summary 

The  Montevue  site  has  some  strong  points.  It  is  of  sufficient  size 
to  accommodate  the  proposed  Courthouse  complex.  Also,  a  Courthouse  on 
the  property  would  be  highly  visible  and  be  in  a  well  known  location.  In 
addition,  the  planned  upgrading  of  Rosemont  Avenue  to  an  80  foot  right-of- 
way  would  allow  this  artery  to  handle  the  increased  traffic  generated  by 

19 
the  complex.    Finally,  as  the  County  already  owns  the  site,  no  problems 

with  acquisition  wo\ild  be  encountered. 

This  major  problem  with  Montevue  is  its  physical  isolation  and  its   ^ 

inaccessibility  from  town.   The  site,  at  least  for  the  State  agencies  to 

properly  serve  Frederick  residents,  is  unsatisfactory.  The  introduction 

of  another  major  traffic  generator  to  the  area  would  also  aggravate  the 

existing  traffic  congestion  along  Rosemont  Road  and  further  reduce  the 
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site's  accessibility.  The  total  inadequacy  of  existing  utilities  and  the 
great  expense  necessary  to  correct  this  deficiency  offsets  the  fact  the 
County  already  owns  the  land.   For  these  reasons,  the  Montevue  site  must 
be  downgraded. 
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Figure   7 


SITE  4.    SEUGSON  PROPERTY 


Scale:   1"=  400' 


Properly  Line 
Water  System 
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Site  ^   Seligson  Property 

Location:  South  of  U.S.  Route  UO,  one  half  mile  west  of  Route  15  by-passj 
site  approximately  2  miles  from  CBD. 

Reason  for  Consiieration:  Owner  offered  to  donate  five  acres  from  north- 

20 
eastern  portion  of  property  for  public  use. 

Ovmer/Acreage/Availability:  128.^0  acre  tract,  owned  by  Leo  Seligson  et  al; 

owner  would  consider  sale  of  ten  additional  acres  from  same 

21 
sector  of  property. 

Present  Zoning/Use:  Land  mostly  farmed  -  rest  unused;  portion  being  con- 
sidered is  zoned  B-3,  R-U,  and  R-3  and  presently  lies  vacant. 

Surrounding  Uses:  Major  strip  commercial  along  Route  I4O  to  north,  un- 
developed to  south  and  west, 

'^'Sneral  Plan  Recommendation:  Route  hO  frontage  commercial,  rest  of  land 
reserved  for  residential  use. 

Access:    Wa.jor  access  to  site  via  Route  UO.  Donated  property  has  no 

frontage  on  Route  UO.  Adjacent  parcels  under  same  o\imership; 
however,  do  front  on  Route  UO. 

Utilities:  Fewer  -  Not  available  on  site,  requires  sewer  extension 
V/ater  -  Will  be  available  shortly  in  Mid  -  19?!^  ^^ 
Electricity  -  /Available  at  site 

Costs:     Land      -  $^00,000  for  additional  acreage  and  Route  i40  frontage 
Utilities  -  ■'•.100,000  for  sewer  extension 
Total     -  $600,000 
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ANALYSIS 

Accessibility  Proxiinity 

Regional  access  to  the  site  is  good.   The  site  itself  lies  within 
one  half  mile  of  the  interchange  of  Route  15  with  Route  UO.   This  inter- 
change is  the  only  interchange  in  the  Frederick  Area  offering  local 
access  and  providing  separate  ramps  for  alx  movements.  Route  I|.0  already 
suffers  heavy  traffic  congestion  because  of  the  heavy  commercial  expansion 
along  this  road  reflected  in  the  high  regional  accessibility  of  this 
location.  This  problem  is  particularly  acute  at  the  Route  UO-Route  l5 
interchange  and  would  be  aggravated  by  the  imposition  of  another  major 
traffic  generator  in  the  vicinity. 

Since  the  property  offered  for  donation  has  no  frontage  on  Route  UO, 
purchase  of  premium  land  fronting  on  the  highway  would  become  necessary 
and  incur  great  cost.   An  indication  of  this  cost  can  be  derived  from  a 
recent  land  sale  less  than  ore  fourth  mile  from  the  Seligson  property. 
The  parcel,  with  ^0   feet  of  Route  UO  frontage  and  2^0  feet  in  depth,  cost 
SU'jjOOO.  If  the  present  rapidly  rising  land  values  in  this  vicinity  are 
any  indication,  the  future  purchase  of  large  road  frontage  will  inject  a 
significant  cost  factor  into  the  picture. 

While  fairly  accessible  by  automobile,  the  Seligson  land  is  still 
physically  removed  from  activity  and  population  centers  and  is  relatively 
inaccessible  to  those  people  without  cars.  A  courthouse  complex  in  the 
area  plus  the  growing  commercial  development  would  encourage  public  trans- 
portation to  provide  additional  service  there,  but  its  limited  resources 
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would  be  insxifficient  to  accommodate  the  heavy  travel  demands  placed  on 
it  by  those  citizens  '^n  and  aroimd  Frederick  who  are  Tinable  to  drive. 
Since  the  Courts  and  social  agencies  to  be  housed  in  the  complex  seinre  a 
large  poor  and/or  elderly  clientele,  the  lack  of  accessibility  to  this 
class  of  citizens  is  extremely  significant.   Still,  when  viewing  overall 
accessibility,  the  Seligson  site  scores  higher  than  the  others  in  oiitlying 
areas  because  of  its  good  regional  access. 

Pocio  'Hevelopmental/Environmental  Impact 

/'S  indicated,  this  property  lies  in  the  path  of  rapid  commercial  and 
residential  development  along  Route  UO.  Adjacent  areas  will  undoubtedly 
be  developed  at  a  steady  pace  in  the  next  few  years. 

From  a  positive  point  of  view,  a  complex  here  would  encourage  spin 
off  development  which  would  provide  local  employment  and  also  raise  property 
values.  Because  this  site  has  the  greatest  potential  of  any  of  the  outlying 
sites  to  stimulate  surrounding  office  and  commercial  development  normally 
found  in  the  C^D,  it  would  produce  the  greatest  negative  impact  on  the 
existing  city  core  because  of  its  ability  to  draw  development  into  this 
outlying  area.  There  is,  in  addition,  the  problem  with  traffic  congestion 
that  would  worsen  if  the  complex  were  located  here. 

Site  Characteristics 

/>  sixteen  acre  portion  of  this  land  would  provide  adequate  space  for 
all  pi^sent  and  future  office  space  and  parking  needs.  The  shape  of  this 
parcel  worild  be  repiilar  -nd  would  allow  the  development  of  a  compact 
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arrangement  of  buildings  and  parking  areas.  Also  the  portion  of  the  site 
that  would  be  used  would  be  in  high  ground  overlooking  Route  1|0  and  thus 
would  be  a  prominent  point  with  excellent  visibility  from  the  road. 

There  are,  unfortunately,  some  topographic  difficulties  with  the 
ground  that  merit  discussion.   First  of  all,  the  steepness  of  the  land 
would  necessitate  extensive  grading  and  excavating  before  construction 
could  progress.  This  work  would  also  be  hampered  by  the  rather  stony  soil 
common  in  that  vicinity.  These  slope  and  soil  conditions  would  also  impede 
the  construction  of  an  access  road  from  Route  hO.  This  is  an  important 
factor  since  this  road  would  have  to  accommodate  traffic  from  both  the 
Courthouse  and  from  other  portions  of  the  property  once  it  is  developed. 
Finally,  development  here  would  increase  runoff  toward  Route  kO   and 
Carroll  Creek,  possibly  necessitating  some  drainage  improvements  along 
Route  UO.  The  topographical  difficulties  mentioned  here  could  be  overcome 
but  not  without  heavy  cost  to  the  developer  and  higher  building  costs  than 
^re   usually  experienced  in  Frederick. 

Utilities 

Public  water  will  be  available  to  properties  along  the  south  side  of 
Route  kO   including  this  site  during  mid  -  197U.  To  serve  the  site  with 
sewer  facilities  would  require  the  extension  of  a  trunk  line  from  Rock 
Creek  south  approximately  2,600  feet  to  the  northeast  corner  of  the  site. 
This  line  would  benefit  only  those  few  property  owners  through  whose  land 
it  passes.  Consequently,  its  cost  of  $100,000  will  not  be  borne  by  publj 
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funds.  The  reputed  unwillingness  of  the  other  property  owners  to  cooperate 
in  financing  this  line  places  the  burden  of  financing  it  upon  the  developer 
of  the  Seligson  Property. 

Stmnary 

The  Seligson  property  has  some  good  points 

1.  Part  of  the  land  would  be  donated 

2.  Present  and  future  surroundings  would  seem  to  be  of  high  quality 

3.  Spin  off  development  might  be  encouraged 

This  site,  however,  has  an  accessibility  problem  plvs  serious  topo- 
graphic difficulties  that  cannot  be  resolved  without  a  great  deal  of  ex- 
pense. Necessary  utility  improvements  would  also  be  rather  expensive, 
"because  of  these  drawbacks,  the  site  must  be  downgraded. 
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Figure    8 

SITE  5.     ROSE  HILL  MANOR 
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Location  of  Complex 
Right  of  Way  or  Easement 
Flood  Prone  Area 
Contour  Line 


Site  #5   Rose  Hill  Manor 

Location:  In  northeastern  Frederick  along  North  Market  Street  extended 

(Route  355)  approximately  2  miles  from  the  CBD;  borders  Thomas 
Johnson  High  School  located  to  its  south. 

Reason  for  Consideration:  Suggested  at  COG  meeting. 

Ownership/Acreage/Availability:  I4.O+  acre  site  ovmed  by  Frederick  County, 
restricted  for  historical,  ciiltural,  and  recreational  use. 

Present  Zoning/Use:  Zoned  R-lj  museum  and  park  currently  \inder  develop- 
ment through  Federal  funding;  Rose  Hill  Manor  House,  a  historical 
stmicture  rests  on  site. 

Adjacent  Uses:  Mostly  open  agricultural  land,  also  bordered  by  Thomas 
Johnson  High  School  and  Coca-Cola  Bottling  plant. 

General  Plan  Recommendations :  Land  set  aside  for  park  and  recreational 
purposes. 

Topography:  Very  hilly  ground,  saddle  shaped  and  sloping  rather  sharply 
toward  Detrick  Creek  ninning  through  center  of  property. 

Access:    Can  be  reached  by  North  Market  Street  (Route  355)  or  East  Street. 

Utilities :  Sewer  -  Not  available  at  this  time 
Water  -  Available  at  site 

Electricity  -  Available  at  site 

7ft 
Costs :     Land  -  $10,000/acre  estimated  fair  market  value 

27 
Utilities  -  $371,000 

28 
Reimbursement  of  Federal  funds  -  $^00,000 
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ANALYSIS 

Accessibility  and  Proximity 

Because  of  its  location  in  a  slowly  growing  area  of  tovm,  regional 
access  to  the  site  is  limited  with  only  two  major  roads  (previously  men- 
tioned) leading  to  it.  These  would  become  congested  if  they  were  forced 
to  carry  the  traffic  generated  by  a  government  complex.  There  is  no  plan 
at  present  to  widen  these  arteries  to  accommodate  additional  traffic. 

An  additional  problem  is  encountered  in  the  lack  of  access  to  Route  15; 
to  the  west.   The  major  road  leading  to  that  expi^essway  is  lUth  Street 
which  lies  to  the  south  of  the  site.  That  street,  being  narrow  and  going 
through  a  residential  neighborhood,  would  bear  the  increased  traffic 
generated  by  the  complex.  This  disruption  of  a  residential  community 
would  be  extremely  undesirable.   This  problem  might  be  alleviated  by  the 
construction  of  a  access  road  to  Route  15  north  of  the  site,  a  project 
that  is  presently  under  consideration. 

Access  to  the  site  itself  is  limited  to  a  small  entrance  road  which 
is  shared  with  the  Thomas  Johnson  High  School.  This  entrance  is  constructcj. 
in  such  a  manner  as  to  deny  entrance  to  northbound  traffic  off  of  East 
Street,  one  of  the  two  arteries  leading  to  the  site.  To  correct  this 
difficulty,  the  entrance  would  have  to  be  moved,  a  step  that  would  require 
the  purchase  of  additional  road  frontage  at  significant  cost.  In  addition 
this  entrance  would  suffer  severe  congestion  due  to  its  location  near  the 
high  school  and  bottling  plant. 
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As  with  the  other  outlying  sites.  Rose  Hill  Manor  is  isolated  from 
the  main  government,  commercial  and  popxilation  centers  of  Frederick.  This 
physical  isolation  when  combined  with  the  poor  approach  roads  makes  the 
site  unacceptable  from  an  accessibility  standpoint. 

Socio  -Oevelopmental/Environmental  Impact 

Frederick  County  has  committed  itself  to  placing  a  park  at  this  site, 
a  use  that  would  be  seriously  compromised  by  placing  a  governmental  com- 
plex at  this  location.  In  addition,  the  use  of  this  land  for  other  than 
a  park  would  require  the  retiirn  of  $U00,000  in  fimds  to  the  Federal 
Government. 

V/hile  construction  here  might  encourage  spin  off  development  and  a 
rise  in  property  values,  it  must  be  remembered  that  the  traffic  generated 
would  have  deleterious  impacts  to  nearby  residential  areas  and  also  create 
congestion  along  East  Street  and  Market  Street.  Because  of  these  undesirable 
side  effects,  building  on  this  site  is  not  recommended. 

Site  Characteristics 

To  avoid  destroying  the  historically  valuable  manor  house,  construction, 
if  it  were  to  occur,  should  be  centered  on  the  northern  portion  of  the 
property.  TTiis  location,  however,  is  inaccessible  from  the  road  except 
through  the  southern  portion  of  the  property.   Building  an  access  road, 
therefore,  would  still  be  iisruptive  to  the  park  and  museum  complex  even 
If  they  were  left  physically  intact. 
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The  northern  part  of  the  land,  while  sufficient  in  size  to  accommodate 
the  complex,  is  hilly  and  would  require  extensive  grading.   The  existence 
of  the  right  of  way  for  Potomac  Edison  further  complicates  development. 
These  power  lines,  which  cross  the  property,  lead  to  the  adjacent  electric 
power  substation.  These  would  be  difficult  to  remove  and  extremely  expen-  | 
sive  to  place  underground. 

Utilities 

To  build  on  this  land  wo\ild  necessitate  an  extensive  upgrading  of 
sewer  facilities.  Iifliile  projected  development  of  the  area  will  make  these 
improvements  necessary  in  the  future,  their  implementation  at  the  present 
time  will  result  in  heavy  costs  being  borne  entirely  by  developers  who 
wovld   benefit  from  these  lines.  The  following  is  a  summary  of  the  facil- 
ities that  would  be  needed  along  with  estimated  costs. 

3750  foot  extension  of  8"  sewer  line  from  9th  Street 

up  Market  Street  to  site  $  56,000 

12"  line  from  West  9th  Street  to  East  Street  90,000 

2U"  line  from  East  Street  to  Monacacy  Interceptor       225,000 

$371,000 

Developers  have  recently  indicated  a  desire  to  run  a  sewer  either 

through  this  property  along  Detrick  Creek  or  near  it  to  permit  develop- 

29 
ment  west  of  Route  15.    Tying  into  this  proposed  sewer  wotdd  eliminate 

all  or  a  part  of  the  sewer  construction  costs  identified  above.  Details 

are  unavailable  at  this  time  to  assess  the  probability  of  this  sewer  being 

constructed. 
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Suirnnary 

The  Rose  Hill  Manor  received  the  lowest  rating  of  all  sites  examined. 
Its  lack  of  accessibility  to  major  activity  and  population  centers,  its 
importance  as  a  historical  site,  its  topographic  limitations  and  the  pro- 
hibitive utility  costs  all  combine  to  make  it  totally  unacceptable  for  the 
Courthouse  complex. 
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SiTE  6.    ODD  FELLOWS  HOME 


Seal*:   1"=600' 


Property  Lin« 

Water  System 

Sewer  System  — — 

Power  Lines  — • 


LEGEND 

Location  of  Complex 
Right  of  Way  or  Easeme 
Flood  Prone  Areo 
Contour  Line 


Site  #6   Odd  Fellows  Home 

Location:  In  northeastern  edge  of  Frederick  fronting  along  Route  355 

(North  Market  Street)  and  also  East  Street,  located  approximately 

1.7  miles  from  CBD. 
Reason  for  Consideration:  Mentioned  at  public  meeting. 
Ownership/Acreage/Availability:  lOli.8  acre  tract  ovmed  by  the  International 

Order  of  Odd  Fellows j  site  available  in  its  entirety  or  possibly 

in  part. ^^ 
Present  ZoningA^se:  Zoned  R-1,  old  age  home  and  fraternal  hall,  plus  farm 

structures  occupy  small  portion  of  land,  rest  is  farmed. 
Adjacent  Uses:  Fort  Detrick  Sewage  Treatment  Plant  to  north,  fronts  on 

residential  along  East  Street,  some  commercial  along  North 

Market  Street,  rest  of  surrounding  land  is  open. 
General  Plan  Recommendation:  Portion  of  land  occupied  by  old  age  home  is 

reserved  for  public  buildings,  rest  for  industrial  use. 
Topography:  Level  to  slightly  rolling,  northern  portion  dissected  by 

Detrtck  Creek. 
Access:    Can  be  reached  by  North  Market  Street  (Route  355)  and  East 

Street. 
Utilities:  Sewer  -  Unavailable  at  present  time 

Water  -  Water  supplied  via  16"  line  on  site 

Klectricity  -  Available  on  site 

rests:     Land  -  Estimated  fair  market  value  -  $10,000/acre 

31 
Improvements  if  purchased  are  valued  at  $80,000 
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ANALYSIS 

Accessibility  and  Proximity 

Like  the  Rose  Hill  Manor,  this  site  is  located  far  from  the  CBD  and 
is  accessible  by  only  two  roads  to  the  remainder  of  the  city.  Access  to 
Route  15  is  via  lUth  Street,  a  small  residential  artery  to  the  south  whicl 
is  totally  unacceptable  for  carrying  heavy  traffic  to  and  from  that  exprei 

way. 

Due  to  topographical  limitations  on  the  northern  half,  the  complex 
would  best  be  located  on  the  southern  portion.  It  could  be  entered  at  an 
point  along  Market  Street,  however,  this  entire  frontage  is  presently 
bordered  by  a  Penn  Central  right  of  way.  This  track  has  been  petitioned 
for  abandonmer^^  and,  should  this  be  accepted,  the  building  of  an  entrance 
road  would  present  no  problem.  Still,  the  imposition  of  a  major  traffic 
generator  at  this  location  would  create  traffic  congestion  along  both 
Market  and  East  Streets. 

In  addition,  the  minimal  public  transportation  available  is  insuffic 
to  meet  the  heavy  travel  demand  that  would  be  created  by  those  poor  and 
elderly  citizens  who  would  have  need  to  go  to  the  site  but  would  be  unab] 
to  drive  there.  Its  physical  isolation,  therefore,  makes  it  undesirable, 

Socio-Developmental/Environmental  Impacts 

Building  a  complex  here  wo\ild  definitely  clash  with  the  basically  ii 
dustrial  makeup  proposed  for  this  area  and  of  eastern  Frederick  in  generj 
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appreciably  to  this  vcl^e   B  "  '"^  """^^  =^^ 

a-,  UtH  .t.e.,  3u..er  '.r..  ^^   '^""""^^  "^^  --— , 
this  n„„  „„„!,  ,^  ""^^^t^on  and  any  addition  to 

"Piously  undesirable   Tho  k  - n 
access  .cd  to  R„.te  15  would  go  a  Ion   '  "'  "'  '  """"^^ 

-amc  congestion  p.oble«   I       ""  *"'"  ^'"^'^'■""^  ^'- 

^ems.  An   examination  of  tho 

-age  treatment  plant  does  not  reveal  it  t  .         '  '"'  '''''" 

-  —  at  t.t  installation  could  .^S:::'^"'   ^  ^^  ^ 
ca^se  potential  problems.  ^^^  treatment  plant  and 


2iimii£S£teristics 


The  northern  portion  of  +>,- 

^- '°  ^ — ^^.  »ater ;::::;::  ""^^^^^^^^^  ^°^  -~" 

"-ding  r.c„  ^,^,^,  ^^^     "^™  =-^ace),  occasional 

''°'^'  "^  '^^  --^  soil  p.,,„„,„^, 
"'  -"'-an,  potion  or  the  C«d  .eli„„,  „„„, 
;  ~a  the  co.t.ou3e  and  pacing.     MZjjr'  '^  ^^^  -- 
"a-  to  be  3..ppued  on  site  due  to  '  "''^'^=  "'^^ 

--  -  aaigbt  undulation  on  S        """^  ""  "  ""  ^"^  -*- 

-  ^-^"^  "c  g.adi„g  di::;jrt  ^°^'°"  °^  '^=  ^'^^  ^-  ^^ 

=  -  -ants  no  p..,,„  _^^^         "     -"-  -  --  Pontion  o.  tbe 
al'an'ioned.  """""«  ""  right  of  way  has  been 


-57- 


The  present  structures  on  the  site  would  not  be  suitable  for  housing 
either  offices  or  Courtrooms.  The  buildings  have  been  evaluated  by  the 
Department  of  Assessments  and  Taxation  as  part  of  a  survey  of  tax  exempt 
property.  In  the  opinion  of  the  appraiser  the  buildings  would  require 
extensive  rehabilitation  at  prohibitive  expense  to  convert  them  for  office 
■Qse.    It  is  recommended,  therefore,  that  they  not  be  purchased  if  the 
site  is  selected. 


Utilities 


I 


The  site  has  no  sewer  facilities  at  the  present  time  and  existing 
nearby  lines  cannot  accept  additional  sewerage.  A   Planned  Unit  Development 
(pud)  is  proposed  to  the  east  of  this  property.  Service  to  the  PUD  would 
require  construction  of  an  interceptor  from  the  existing  Monacacy  Inter- 
ceptor at  developer's  expense.  As  the  southern  half  of  the  Odd- Fellows 
property  drains  towards  this  proposed  interceptor,  the  most  feasible  mea: 
of  providing  a  sanitary  sewer  to  this  property  would  appear  to  be  tying 
into  this  interceptor  upon  its  completion. 

Although  the  northern  portion  of  this  site  is  less  desirable  to 
build  upon,  the  proposed  interceptor  along  Detrick  Creek  may  be  available 
sooner  and  economics  might  favor  utilizing  this  northern  portion. 

Summary 

¥hile  the  physical  size  and  topography  of  the  site  makes  it  adequate| 
for  construction,  it  is  much  too  far  removed  from  existing  activity  and 
population  centers  to  merit  serious  consideration. 
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Site  #7  Hood  College  Farm 

Location:  In  northeastern  quadrant  of  Route  l5  and  7th  Street  inter- 
change  and  immediately  west  of  Hotter  Avenue  in  north- 
west Frederick,  is  approximately  1.7  miles  from  CBD. 

Reason  for  Consideration:  Mentioned  as  possible  site  a  public 

meeting. 
Ownership/Acreage/Availability:  61.2  acre  site  owned  by  Hood 

College,  not  for  sale  at  present. 
Presenting  Zoning/Use:  Zoned  R-3;  used  for  agricultural  purposes 

and  student  recreation. 
Adjacent  Uses:  Mostly  residential  with  some  professional  offices 

near  hospital.  Rt.  l5  bypass  is  along  northwestern  side 

of  property. 
General  Plan  Recommendations:  Reserved  for  expansion  of  Hood 

College. 
Topography:  Gentle  slope  toward  intermittent  stream  bisecting 

property,  frequent  flooding  occurs  along  stream. 
Access:  Principle  access  via  West  7th  Street  at  interchange  with 

Route  15,  interior  access  from  Fairview  Avenue. 
Utilities:  Sewer  -  Not  available  without  constructing  new  line 
to  Monacacy  Interceptor. 

Water  -  7th  Street  water  main  passes  property. 
Electricity  -  Available  at  site. 
Costs:  Land  -  $22,0OO/acre  plus  $32,170  for  improvements. ^"^ 
Utilities  -  Approximately  $3U2,000  in  improvem.nts.-'^'^ 
Tot;^!  -  $38U,000  plus  major  share  of  costs  for  storm 
sewer  improvements. 
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ANALYSIS 

Accessibility/Proximity 

The  Hood  College  Farm  is  well  located  in  relationship  to  the 
excellent  regional  road  network.  However,  this  potentially  excellent 
automobile  access  is  curtailed  by  increasing  traffic  congestion  klong 
7th  Street  at  the  Route  15  b,ypass.  This  traffic  problem  is  increas- 
ing as  a  result  of  Ft.  Detrick  traffic  and  that  created  by  the  new 
7th  Street  Shopping  Center  immediately  to  the  northwest.  Imposi- 
tion of  a  new  traffic  generator  would  increase  congestion  along  7th 
Street  which  carries  a  major  portion  of  the  traffic  emanating  from 
town.  The  best  access  to  the  site  is  Fairview  Avenue  which  crosses 
it.   It  has  been  proposed  that  this  artery  be  upgraded  on  a  60'  right 
of  way,  a  development  that  would  make  it  far  more  useful  in  accommo- 
dating the  expected  traffic  increases. 

WViile  close  to  outlying  shopping  and  dining  facilities,  the  Hood 
College  farm  is  relatively  distant  from  the  CBD  and  most  existing  govern- 
ment agencies.  While  not  nearly  as  far  removed  from  these  are  most  of  the 
outlying  sites,  it  is  still  inaccessible  to  those  not  having  cars  and,  foi 
the  reasons  mentioned  above,  would  present  difficulties  even  to  those 
choosing  to  drive. 
Socio-^evelopmental/Environmental  Impacts 

The  location  of  a  courthouse  on  this  site  would  clash  with 
surrounding  activities.  Ti-affic  would  undoubtedly  increase  in  the 
residential  neighborhoods  abutting  on  the  northern  and  southern  bound- 
aries. This  traffic  would  also  represent  a  danger  at  an  elementary 
school  located  one  block  north  of  the  site. 
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Site  Characteristics 

The  farm,  has  sufficiept  size  to  accommodate  all  present  and 
future  office  space,  parking  and  landscaping  needs.  Onsite  parking 
is  necessary  because  there  would  be  little  room  elsewhere  (except  in 
residential  neip hborhoods).   In  addition,  tbe  site  would  need  little 
grading.  Finally,  a  good  entrance  road  could  be  built  off  of  Fair- 
view  Avenue . 

As  the  site  area  exceeds  tbe  needs  of  a  governmental  complex, 
the  portion  most  desirable  would  be  between  the  by-pass  and  Fairview 
Avenue  immediately  north  of  West  7th  Street.  Greatest  visability  of 
the  complex  is  afforded  at  this  location  and  it  minimizes  interference 
with  the  surrounding  neighborhood  and  nesirby  elementary  school. 

Tl- ere  is  evidently  some  pcoblem  with  drainage  emanating  from 
the  Seventh  Street  Shopping  Center  and  flowing  in  an  eastward 
direction  through  the  center  of  the  property.  Most  of  this  flow 
is  nnchannelled  and  has  catised  erosion  damaging  part  of  Fairview 
Avenue.  vStudies  by  Frederick  City  conclude  that  of  a  60"  storm 
drain  is  required  to  handle  drainage  on  this  ground.  The  State  and 
County  would  be  required  to  pay  for  the  percentage  of  the  pipe  that  runs 
under  the  portion  of  the  land  that  it  purchases.  The  City  engineer  esti- 
mates  that  t\  is  pipe  would  cost  approximately  $150,000.  An  additional 
problem  mipht  be  presented  by  a  seasonal  high  water  table  rising  to 
within  I'u-U '  of  the  surface  of  the  ground.  39 
ntilities 

Although  the  closest  sanitary  sewer  line  feasible  to  connect  to 
is  the  8"  lint'  along  West  9th  Street,  this  line  is  already  overlo.aded 
under  the  b-^ass  due  to  the  7th  Street  Shopping  Center  being  served 
by  a  connection  running  under  the  bypass  and  West  12th  Street  extended. 
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Relief  of  this  overloading  would  require  several  major  sewer  improvements 
estimated  to  cost  3;3l'2,000.  Since  the  Hood  College  Farm  is  the  only  pro- 
perty that  would  be  served  by  these  improvements,  a  ?najor  portion  of  this 
cost  would  have  to  be  funded  by  the  developer  of  this  property. 

An  18"  water  line  presently  lies  at  Faxrview  and  West  7th  Street 
across  from  the  corner  of  this  site.  An  extension  down  Fairview  Avenue 
would  serve  development  on  the  Hood  College  Farm. 

Summary 

The  Hood  College  Farm  has  some  advantages  which  make  it  desira- 
able  as  a  site.  It  has  good  regional  automobile  access  and  is  large 
enough  to  accommodate  the  complex.  Its  major  drawbacks  are  its 
isolation  from  existing  governmental  facilities,  inaccessibility 
to  those  without  cars,  and  its  tendency  to  increase  automobile 
congestion  on  surrounding  streets.  The  cost  of  this  site  will  be 
substantial  because  of  the  relatively  high  value  of  the  land  stem- 
ming from  its  proximity  to  the  by-pass.  It  will  also  be  costly 
because  of  the  extensive  utility  improvements  necessary  to  handle 
water  runoff.  The  Hood  College  Farm  represents  one  of  the  more 
desirable  outlying  sites,  but  it  still  lacks  the  overall  accessibi- 
lity and  suitability  of  a  downtown  location.  A  final  consideration 
is  the  fact  that  immediate  development  could  be  delayed  if  condem- 
nation proceedings  are  necessary  to  acquire  it  from  Hood  College. 
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Site  ^8     Loats  Orphanage  Farm 

Ijocation:  South  Market  Street  approximately  2/3  ?iiles  south  of 

center  of  tov/n  and  1/3  mile  north  of  interchange  with  70N. 

Reason  for  Consideration:  Mentioned  as  possible  site  at  public  meet- 
ing. 

Ownership/Acreage /Availability:  108.^  acre  site  owned  by  Loats  Orphan- 
age Board  of  Trustees  to  sell  land,  however  the  treasurer 
of  the  orphanage  corporation  indicated  that  it  does  not  desire 
to  sell  property  at  the  present  time.  IiO 

Present  Zoning/llse :  Zoned  R-1,  major  portion  of  land  presently  farmed. 

Adjacent  Uses:  Relatively  open  farmland  with  highway  oriented  commer- 
cial development  and  truck  stop  to  the  south  and  new  residen- 
tial development,  and  School  For  T'he  Deaf,  adjacent  to  the 
northern  edge,  cemetery  opposite  site  along  New  Design  Road. 

General  Plan  Recommendations:  Residential,  also  industrial  use  (result- 
ing from  possible  qnsirry  expansion). 

Topography:  Relatively  flat  rising  to  crest  on  northeastern  edge.  Drain- 
age swell  crosses  property  from  3,W.  corner  to  northwester- 
ly direction. 

Access:  Property  fronts  directly  on  both  ades  of  Market:  Street,  South 
Carroll  Street  extended  also  provides  alternate  access. 

Utilities:  Sewer  -  Not  available  on  site. 

."Water  -  Availavle  on  site. 

Electricity  -  Available  on  site. 

Costs      Ivind  -  Kstlmates  for  1^  arres  range  from  .t200,0nn  to  .'!;)i'^0,000. 

Ill 
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ANALYSIS 

Accessibility  and  Proximity 

The  property  has  good  access  to  Route  70N  via  Exit  3-  It  can 
be  reached  from  tovm,  however,  only  by  Route  3^5  (South  Market 
Street)  or  South  Carroll  Street.  Both  of  these  streets,  unfortunately, 
go  through  residential  neighborhoods.  The  circulation  pattern  is  generally 
poor  in  this  south  end  of  the  city.  Access  from  the  city  may  be  improved 
by  the  proposed  extension  of  East  Street  to  the  eastern  end  of  the  land. 
The  fevr  surrounding  streets  are  undesirable  for  the  purpose  of  traffic 
dispersal  or  offsite  parking  because  of  their  residential  character. 
While  there  is  little  traffic  congestion  on  Market  Street,  below  South 
Street,  the  movement  of  large  trucks  around  the  truck  stop  to  the  south 
creates  a  hazard  to  those  using  the  Exit  3  rajnps.  Several  near  accidents 
were  observed  at  this  interchange. 

Located  roughly  3A  mile  from  the  CBD,  existing  governmental 
agencies  and  professional  people,  the  Loats  Orphanage  site  is  in  a 
rather  isolated  position  because  of  the  lack  of  good  access  roads 
from  town.  This  location  would,  predictably,  work  a-severe  hard- 
ship on  those  clients  with  or  without  automobiles.  This  lack  of 
accessibility  makes  it  highly  undesirable  as  a  site. 
Soc io-Developmental/Environmental  Impacts 

The  Loats  Orphanage  property  is  located  in  pleasant  surroundings 
that  are  relatively  free  from  crime  and  vice.  In  addition,  building 
on  this  property  would  involve  little  if  any  demolition  or  relocation. 

The  area  is  now  being  developed  with  a  truck  stop  to  the  south 
and  recently  completed  residential  development  abutting  the  property 
from  the  noi-th.  The  building  of  a  courthouse  complex  at  this  loca- 
tion would  encourage  the  influx  of  supporting  commercial  activity, 
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in  conflict  with  the  residential  development  proposed. 

The  nost  desirable  portion  of  the  property  on  which  to  deve- 
lop a  povernmental  complex  would  be  the  higher  ground  in  the  northern 
portion  fronting  on  the  east  side  of  Market  Street  with   secondary 
acct-ss  from  South  C-irroll  Street.     Using  this  area  will  avoid  several 
problems   inherent   in  other  portions  of  this  tract.     The  lower  land  to  the 
south  has  heavy  run-off  running  through  it  east  to  west,   a  condi- 
tion that  would  require  significant  expense  to  correct.     An  obstacle 
to  building  on  the  eastern  portion  of  the  site   is  a  13?-KV  powerline 
which  would  be  difficult  and  expensive  to  remove.  .  Another  problem  with 
building  there  would  be  the  need  to  construct  access  roads  to  that  por- 
tion of  the  property. 

Quarry  operations  are  evident  further  east  at  the  rear  of  the 
site.     Although  vibration  from  blasting  at  the  nearby  quarries  was 
blamed  for  extensive  cracks  found   in  one  of  the   structures  on  the 
site,    a  check  with  the  architect  who  supervised   construction  at  the 

nearby  Scl ool  for  the  Deaf  indicated   that  this  was  not  a  problem 

L2 
at  the  School.      Long  range  expansion  of  these  quarry  operations, 

however,  coiold  prove  to  be  a  greater  nuisance   in  the  future. 

Site  Characteristics 

Tl^e  Loats  site  has  ample   space  for  building  the  complex.     The 
lack  of  parking  space  off  site    (except   in  the  residential  area)  would 
necessitate  supplying  all  parking   space  on  the  property.      Also,    the 
shape  of  the  land  would  allow  the  compact  and  convenient  location 
of  all  buildings  and   aiipporting  spaces. 

The   soil  at  the   I/jate  site   is  rather  thin  with  numerous  rock 
outcropplngs  evident  at  the  highier  ground  on  the  northwestern  por- 
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tion  of  the  property.      Throughout  the  rest  of  the  land,   rock  is 
located  6-12"  below  the   surface.      This  rocky  base  might  add  to  ex- 
cavation costs  and  thereby  increase  the  overall  costs  of  developing 
the  land. 
Utilities 

A  water  line  of  limited  capacity  presently  is  located  along  South 
Market  Street.     It  is  believed  that  the  South  Carroll  Street  line  vould 
have  to  be  extended  from  in  front  of  tte   new  gymnasium  at  the  School  foi 
the  Deaf  into  the  oroperty  to  pro\T-de  adequate  water,  especially  for 
fire  protection. 

The  site  is  diffi.cult  to  serve  with   sanitary  sewer,      /Although  it 
could  be   served  from  existing  sewers  to  the  north  by  constructing  a 
pumping  station  and  extending  a  line,  nearby  lines  are  overtaxed  and  carafl 
receive  additional  wastes.     Therefore,   development  of  the  Loats  Orphanage 
property  must  await  construction  of  a  line  along  the  swell  crossing  its 
southern  portion.     No  s-ich  line  is  programmed  for  the  foreseeable  future 
Therefore,  major  costs  would  be  incurred  to  develop  this  land  at  the 
present  time. 

L'^.nd  CpHts 

This  tract  is  quite  large  and  varying  price  estimates  have  been  pri 
vided  from  several  sources.     If  the  portion  sought  was  located  in  the 
nortl-ivest  quadrant  of  Exit  3,   the  upper  limit  is  realistic.     It  is  feltT|| 
that  purchase  of  sixteen  acres  having  extensive  frontage   along  South 
Market  Street  xrould  fall  within  the  range  of  i2UU,U00  to  Jl450,000,     Ex-, 
tension   of  a  new  sewer   to   this  site  has  not  been  estimated,  but  its   coslj 
will  substantially  increase  the  overall  cost  of  this  site. 
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Sunrmary 

The  asyl'im  was  given  a  poor  rating  primarily  because  of  its  iso- 
lated location  and  lack  of  accessibility  to  the  activities  and  oopu- 
lation  of  the  city.     It's  proximity  to  i^ute  70N   and  relative  closeness 
to  the  heart  of  the   city  raise  the  anticipated  land  cost  above  that  for 
some   of  the  other  outlying  sites. 
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Figure    12 


SITE  9,    CRUM   PROPERTY 


sanitary  sewer 
"extension  required 


EAST  FREDEm 


Properfy  Line 
Water  System 
Sewer  System 
Power  Linei 

Location  of  Complex 

Right  of  Way  or  Easement 

Flood  Prone  Area 

Contour  Line 


Site  #9  Crum  Property 

Location:  On  south  side  of  hast  Patrick  Street  (Md,  Route  lUU)  at  its 
intersection  with  1-70N,  approximately  l.U  miles  east 
of  CBD. 
Reason  for  Consideration:  Suggested  at  public  meeting. 
Owner/Acreape/Availability:  Anthony  L.  Battistone  of  Frederick, 

recently  purchased  land  from  Roy  L.  Crum,  former  owner, 
acreage  is  ^^.82  or  6.I1R  (discrepancy  in  land  records), 
no  further  inquiry  on  availability  was  made. 
Present  Zoning/lJse:  Zoned  B-3;   occupied  by  one  resident  build- 
ing-, several  sheds,  and  an  abandoned  commercial  estab- 
lishment, rest  of  land  unused. 
Surrounding  "ses:  Residential  and  vacant  industrial  on  north,  70N 

on  south,  elementary  school  on  west.  Frederick  Airport  is 
nearby. 
General  Plan  ile  commend  at  ions:  Essentially  an  industrial  area. 
Topography:  Relatively  level  ground. 
Access:   Immediate  access  provided  from  East  Patrick  Street  upon 

which  tie  property  fronts,  regional  access  presently  from 
Exit  2   off  Route  70N. 
Htilitifcsr  Sewer  -  Not  available  at  site,  8"  line  terminates  300' 

to  west  of  site  on  East  Patrick  Street 
Water  -  Available  on  site 
Electricity  -  Available  on  site 
Costs:  T^-ind  -  Entire  plot  recently  solrl  for  $l^Yi,000 
Note:  This  site  lies  in  airport  flight  accras  path  and  its  develop- 
ment will  be  restricted  by  severe  heigit  limitations  when  run- 
way extension  in  undertaken. 

-73- 


ANALYSIS 


Accessibility  and  Proximity 

This  site  is  accessible  froTn  town  by  East  Patrick  Street.  The 
only  other  access  is  Via  Rt.  UO,  however,  access  from  west  bound  on  this 
artery,  the  direction  of  principal  movement  to  this  site,  would  involve 
a  very  roundabout  turn  and  the  use  of  extremely  narrow  Shaw's  Lane.  There 
are,  at  present,  a  few  other  surroundinp  streets  to  accommodate  traffic 
and  there  is  no  off  site  parking  space  available.  Due  to  the  lack  of  a. 
surrounding  street  network,  E.  Patrick  Street  would  handle  all  traffic. 
This  site  is  removed  from  the  direction  of  prowth  of  the  city  and  would  be 
isolated  from  the  commercial  and  residential  expansion  in  western  Frederic 
In  addition,  the  Crum  property  is  isolated  from  existing  governmental, 
commercial  and  population  centers  in  the  downtown  area.  The  lack  of  pub- 
lic transportation  makes  this  physical  distance  even  more  of  a  problem, 
particu]5.rly,  to  those  who  often  don't  have  automobiles. 
Soc io-Developmental/Environmental  Impacts 

The  location  of  a  Courthouse  here  would  also  clash  with  surround- 
ing land  uses.  First  of  all,  the  heavy  automobile  traffic  generated 
would  represent  a  safety  hazard  to  pupils  of  the  adjacent  East 
Frederick  Elementary  School.  Also,  the  site  is  located  in  the  flight 
path  of  the  Municipal  Airport,  which,  is  soon  to  be  equipped  with  a 
longer  runwayi^^  This  nearby  facility  would  create  noise  problems  as  well 
as  represent  a  safety  hazard  because  of  low  flying  aircraft.  The  site 
does  have  the  advantage  that  only  one  family  would  have  to  be  moved  and 
few  buildings  demolished,  thus'keeping  relocation  and  clearance  costs  relj 
tively  low.   In  addition,  there  are  few  adjacent  residential  areas  and 
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t^ e  traffic  generated,   therefore,  would  not  be   overly  disruptive.     These 
pood  points,   however,   are   insufficient  to  affect  the  fact  that  a  Court- 
house here  would  be   in  a  dangerous  location  and  would  represent  a  ha^.ard 
to  the  adjacent  school  because  of  heavy  automobile  traffic  generated. 
Site  Characteristics 

The  Crum  site   is  relatively  level  and  would  require  little  or 
no  grading  to  :nake   it  suitable  for  building.     It   is  also  safe   from 
flooding;  hov/ever,   the  property  lacks  sufficient  size  to  be  recommended 
for  purchase.     The  height  restrictions  created  by  its  location  in  an 
aiiTiort  flightpath  wo\ild  ILmit  building  height  to  a  maximum  of  approx- 
LTiately  30'   and  create  the  need  for  a  low  structure  covering  a  great  deal 
of  ground.     The  small  lot  area   (either  ^7.82  or  6,18  acres)   is   insufficient 
to  accommodate  even  a  structure  to  meet  current  needs  along  with  appro- 
priate parking  and  landscaping. 

Another  difficulty  lies  with  the  unsuitability  of  the  entrance  to 
the   site.     Because  of  i+-s  proximity  to  the  exit  from  Rt.  IiO   (70NO,   the 
entrance  to  the  property  vrould  have  to  be  placed  at   its  western  boundary 
to  keep  the  traffic  off  Route  )iO  from  creating  a  Hangerous  backup  on  the 
exit  ramp.     This,   hov;ever,  v/ould  place  the  entrance  road  next  to  the  ele- 
"lentary  school  and  create  an  even  greater  hazard  there. 
Simnary 

The  limited   sire  o'"  the  site  and  the  restrictions   imposed  by  its 
beinr  nituatf;d    In  line  with   'he   runway  at   t.ht;  Frederick  Municipal  Airport 
necessitates  that  this  site  be  excluded  from  consideration. 
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THE  THREE  CBD  SITES 
Site  A  -  Northwest  Corner,  West  Patrick  and  Court  Sts. 
Site  B  -  Southeast  Corner,  West  Patrick  and  Coiurt  Sts. 
Site  C  -  Southwest  Corner,  West  Patrick  and  Court  Sts. 
These  three  sites  are  located  in  the  Frederick  CBD  on  three  corners 
of  the  intersection  of  Patrick  and  Court  Streets.  The  sites,  because  of 
their  nearness  to  each  other,  have  a  great  deal  in  comtnon  and,  for  this 
reason  will  be  discussed  together  in  this  section  of  the  report «  However, 
before  this  analysis  the  nature  and  significance  of  downtown  Frederick 
will  be  discussed,  so  that  the  analyses  of  these  sites  can  be  seen  in  per- 
spective. The  central  business  district  is  shaped  as  a  distorted  cross 
with  principal  coinmercial  activity  located  on  Market  and  Patrick  Streets. 
While  Patrick  Street  east  of  Court  is  entirely  commercial  in  character, 
it  changes  to  fringe  business  mixed  with  residential  west  of  Court  Stree^ 
The  area  north  of  W.  Patrick  along  Court  primarily  comprises  professions 
offices  -  many  housed  in  former  fine  residences,  church  and  institutions 
uses.  The  three  downtown  sites  are  situated  at  this  point  of  transition! 
betvieen  major  core  area  commercial  activity  and  less  intense,  more  spottj 
fringe  development.  The  greatest  transition  occurs  between  Court  Street | 
and  Carroll  Creek  along  West  Patrick  Street.  Carroll  Creek  serves  as  a 
break  vrith  the  more  residential  area  i;nmediately  to  the  south. 

As  previously  mentioned,  the  sites  have  great  deal  in  common,  par- 
ticularly in  their  levels  of  accessibility  and  in  their  socio-environ- 
mental  relationships  with  their  surroundings.  The  following  analyzes 
these  accessibility  and  environmental  factors, 
Accepsibility/Proximity 

The  three  sites  enjoy  excellent  automobile  accessibility  from  all 
portions  of  Frederick  and  can  be  readily  reached,  either  directly  or  in- 


directly  by  all  of  the  inajor  tboroxighfares  leading  to  the  downtown  area. 

In  addition,   they  are  close  enough  to  residential  districts  so  sig- 
nificant numbers  of  visitors  to  existing  downtown  government  offices  who 
now  walk  can  continue  to  walk  to  them..   They  are  only  two  to  three  blocks 
from  the  largest  concentratons  of  lower  income  people  and  elderly  in  Fred- 
erick,    These   individuals,   living  primarily  in  north,   east  and  south  of 
the  CHD  would  find  it  convenient  to  walk  to  the   site  to  utilize  the  ser- 
vices that  would  be  of  particular  benifit  to  them. 

These  locations  enjoy  close  proximity  to  the  commercial,   profession- 
al and  governmental  nexus  of  the  city.     They  lie  within  several  blocks 
of  virtually  the  entire  state   and  County  governmental  apparatus   in     Fred- 
erick.    Therefore,    if  the  complex  were  placed  here,   not  only  would  the 
County  continue  to  effectively  utilize  the  existing  Courthouse  and  Win- 
chester Hall    (which  are  nesirby),  but  only  a  minimal  relocation  of  activi- 
ty would   occur  for  existing  offices  requiring  convenient  access  to  the 
Courthouse.     Thus,   the  compact  arrangement  would  enable  the  people,   govern- 
?nent,   professional  and  commercial  activities  to  continue  to  interact  closely 
to  the. benefit  of  all  concer^ied. 
Socio -Dcvelop.Tiental/Environmental   Impacts 

A  major  concern  in  Frederick   is  to  keep  the  CBD  area  eQonomically 
viable   in  the  face  of  increasing  deterioration  in  areas  surrounding  it 
and  Sfrious  eeonomlc  competition  from  regional  shopping  centers  on  the 
city's  periphervri     The   recently  completed  Downtown  Devplofinr  nl.   Plan 
recommrnds  that  new  government  facilities  be  placed    in   t.he  CBD  area  in 
an  effort  to  stimulate  local  economic  activity  in  addition  to  providing  a 
convenient  location  for  these  serviceffi"   Reing  hpre,   they  would  he  read- 
ily accesBihle  to  city  residents  and  .ilso  relatively  fonvcnlent  to  tJ  ose 
citizens  in  nuburban  or  niral   sections  of  the  County. 
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Building  the  Couttbouse  complex  here  would  help  maintain  economic 
vitality  in  the  CBD  aixi  also  upgrade  the  fringe  areas  at  its  edge.  This 
prosperity  would  result  from  the  spin  off  commercial  development  genera- 
ted by  the  complex  and  also  from  the  fact  that  more  people  would  come 
to  this  central  location  to  shop  while  conducting  their  business.  Those 
working  inthe  complex  would  also  patronize  the  CBD.  Locating  on  the  West 
Patrick  or  Warfield  sites  would  also  have  the  advantage  of  "pulling" 
professional  and  commercial  activity  into  this  block  which,  at  present,  is 
underxitilized  and  has  a  significant  number  of  abandoned  residences  and  busi 
ness  establishments'i'7  Building  the  government  complex  here  would  definite- 
ly upgrade  the  immediate  area  and  serve  to  stabilize  the  entire  downtown 

portion  of  Frederick. 

Revitalizing  downtown  is  in  the  public  interest  and  the  benefits  of 
doing  so  do  not  accrueonly  to  a  few  businessmen.  There  are  distinct  ad- 
Vantages  to  preserving  and  strengthening  the  PBD.   Its  compact  arrangement |.f 
widely  diversified  businesses  is  unmatched  elsewhere  and  because  it  is  a  | 
commercial  focal  point,  strengthens  retail  sales  in  the  county.  This     , 
heavy  concentration  of  commercial  activity  is  within  easy  reaching  distanc: 
for  many  people  and  also  provides  a  good  potential  for  mass  transit.  This 
is  particularly  important  to  those  wha  cannot  provide  private  transportatin, 
A  strong  CBD' also  provides  a  good  image  which  attracts  new  business  and   | 
industry.  Finally,  a  strong  CBD  focal  point  will  encourage  orderly      ^ 
growth  around  it  while  a  weak  CBD  focal  point  will  provide  no  focal  point | 
or  direction  to  surrounding  growth.  Development  will  then  tend  to  be  for' 
less,  disorderly,  scattered,  thus  creating  a  developmental  pattern  to 
which  it  is  extremely  difficult  and  expensive  to  provide  government  ser- 


vices. 
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The  najor  adverse  tnr>.qcts  of  a  conrlex  on  a  dovmtown  site  are 
snne  inci'eased  traffic  and  t'-e  necessity  to  demolish  buildings  and 
relocate  businesses  and  residents,  and  increased  need  for  street  parking. 
Observations  have  shown  that  traffic  to  the  west  of  Court  Street  is  not 
heavv.  This  is  undoubtedly  due  to  the  fact  that  this  is  not  a  heavily 
comercial  area.  The  construction  of  a  Coiirthouse  on  eitber  the  Warfield 
or  West  Patrick  Street  sites  vfould,  tVei-efore,  not  create  serious  i,.affic' 
problens,  especially  if  s'-reet  improvements  already  needed  are  made. 
In  addition,  at  least  some  of  the  parkinjr  demand  created  by  the  govern- 
mental complex  could  be  met  by  the  construction  of  the  proposed  lOO  space 

1  g 
multi-level  parkinr  complex  on  Church  Street  across  from  Winchester  Kail, 

approximately  tvo  blocks  away. 

There  are  demolition  costs  on  all  three  sites  but,  fortunately,  many 
of  the  build inrs  that  would  be  removed  are  presently  vacant.  Therefore, 
relocation,  with  its  expense  and  unpleasant  side  effects,  will  be  largely 
unnecessary.   It  vrould  appear  expensive  to  remove  a  theater  on  the  soutn- 
east  corr.er  site.  Also,  +here  are  a  numbe''  of  substantial  structures 
at  the  north' 'est  comer  site  that  would  have  to  be  removed. 

Some  difficulty  has  been  encountered  with  a  high  water  table  in  the 
vicinity.   Seepage  has  occurred  in  basements  of  several  buildings  in  tht 
area,  one  of  these  being  the  fire  station  on  the  V/est  Patrick  Street 
site.  A  check  with  engineers  involved  in  major  construction  projects  in 
Frederick  Ir.dicate  that  a  h  irh  water  table  exists  throurhout  the  area  and 
most  large  struct.ures  require  v/ater-proof ing  in  deep  basements.  Proper 
wa+^r-proofipf^,  hov/ever,  should  eliminate  this  problem. 

r>oT»-  .T/lf!it.'',n-i"!  rro'Tc-m  nlfht  be  presented  by  the  John  Hanson  Flouse 

west  arri  northwest  corner  sites  reHpocttvely.     strong  local  oppooi- 

»  ;  ^^  ,^  .w,.  (,.  r-r.--. — 1  .f^-,1  I  dictate  that  *hf'-r  b^  Integrated  into  the 
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complex.   In  the  case  of  the  Tavern,  a  rather  large  structure,  this  niirht 
mean  extensive  rehabilitation  to  convert  it  into  office  space.  On  the  other 
hand.  Federal  anH  State  funds  are  expected  to  be  available  to  renovate 
the  John  Hanson  House. 

The  followinp  papes  exainine  these  factors  peculiar  to  each  site 
and  ana.lyzes  their  effects  on  the  suitability  of  each  site.  [] 


! 
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Site  A     Northwest  Comer  of  West  Patrick  and  Court  Streets 

Location:     In  CBD  at  northwest  comer  of  West  Patrick  and  North  Court 
Streets. 

Reason  for  Consideration:     Suggested  by  County  Commissioners. 

Ownership/Acreage/A vailability:     Owner  of  major  parcel  is  John  C.  War- 
field,   President  of  Frederick  Motor  Comoany  i^ho  does  not 
desire  to  sell,  "site  is  1,7U  acres  including  lots  which  would 
have  to  be  purchased  to  east  along  North  Court  Street  to  give 
it  increased  size  and  exposure  at  intersection, 

■^resent  ZoningAJse:     Zoned  B-3  (General  Business)  j  Warfield  parcels 

occupied  by  three  structures  containing  several  businesses 
and  offices,  the  '^lack  Horse  Tavern  (historical  structure) 
and  -parking  areas;  remaining  parcel;   improved  by  three   structures. 

Adjacent  Uses:     Hotel  and  commercial  to  east,   commercial  and  vacant  to 

south,  mixed  business/residential  to  west,  professional   office/ 
residential   to   north. 

Topofraphy:      Flat, 

Access:         Fronts  on  North  Court  and  West  Patrick  Streets. 

Utilities:     Has  sewer,  water  and  electricity. 

Costs:  Land  and  improvements  (to  include  parcels  along  North  Court)   - 

hiph  apnr.-iisal  .t78h,?00  ^t^ 
low  apnraisal   .1:737,580 
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MALISIS 

Site  Characteristics 

The  former  Frederick  Motor  Company  property  comprises  the  major 
portion  of  this  site.  If  this  site  was  \ised,  three  properties  along 
Court  Street  would  also  have  to  be  purchased  to  increase  the  site  size 
and  give  it  exposure  at  the  intersection.  With  this  exposure,  the  site 
would  have  prominence  and  also  be  accessible  from  two  streets.  Not  only 
do   the  Frederick  Motor  Company  properties  contain  substantial  im- 
provements, but  the  properties  along  coiirt  Street  do  also.  A  major  factor 
in  the  high  cost  of  this  site  is  represented  by  these  improvements,  of 
which  several  are  well  maintained,  income  producing  properties. 

The  site,  however,  would  still  be  too  small  to  accomodate  the  future 
planned  construction  and  the  necessary  on-site  parking  space.'  Unimproved 
parcels  across  the  street  could  be  purchased  to  handle  parking  require- 
ments. However,  as  a  Courthouse  and  government  offices  on  this  site  ai'e 
likely  to  stimulate  desirable  development  across  the  street,  proper  de- 
velopment there  would  be  seriously  impeded,  additional  land  acquisition 
would  further  increase  the  cost  to  where  the  overall  cost  would  likely  ex- 
ceed that  of  concentrating  government  development  across  the  street. 

The  site  is  level  and  would  probably  need  little  or  no  grading.  It 
is  on  high  ground  and  is  in  no  danger  of  flooding.  Utilities  serving 
this  site  are  adequate.  In  addition,  its  trapezoidal  shape  should  not   ; 
seriously  impede  the  rational  grouping  of  buildings  and  supporting  spaces 
In  general,  there  are  no  impediments  other  than  size  deficiency  to  develo; 
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ing  this  site. 

The  costs  of  the   land  and  improvements  comprising  this   site  has 
been  determined  by  adding  the  low  and  high  appraisals  on  each  parcel 
seoarately.      -These  appraisals  vere  prepared  by  two  independent  appraisers. 
As  the   t>^ree  downtoivn  sites  being  considered  are  now  served  by  all  utili- 
ties, no  offset  development  costs  xri.ll  be  incurred. 


ouirana 
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This  site,   like  the   other  tv.'c  T.BD  sites,   has  a  great  deal  to  offer 
because  of  its  central  location,  accessibj  lity,   and  its  potential  for 
creatjng  useful  spin  off  develooment.     Still  the   site's  lack  of  size  is 
a  serious  drawback.     In  addition,   its  acquisition  would  probably  involve 
condemnation  procedures  as  several  owners  refused  to  consider  selling 
their  prcnerty,     Fcr  these  reasons,  we  must  downgrnde  this  location  in 
favor  cf  th..  larger  site  directly  across  the  street. 
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Site  B  Southeast  Comer,  West  Patrick  and  Court  Streets 

Location:  In  CBD  at  intersection  of  VJest  Patrick  and  South  Court  Streets. 
Reason  for  Consideration:  Offered  by  sales  agent  for  principal  property 

owner. 

Ovmership/Acreage/Availability :  Frederick  Theater  site  and  adjacent  park- 
ing lot  owned  by  '■■Weinberg  Brothers,  have  been  offered  for  sale? 
Additional  parcels  increase  site  being  considered  to  1.93  acres. 

''resent  Zoning/Use;     Zoned  D-2,  used  for   coiranercial  enterprises,  parkd^ng 
area. 

Adjacent  Uses:     Surroundings  almost  strictly  coimnercial  with  parking  area 
and  fire    station,     across  South  Court -Street. 

General  Plan  Recommendations:      Reserved  for  commercial  use. 

Topography:     Land  rims  in  long  fentle   slope  tovjard  Carroll  Creek  to  rear 
of  property. 

Access:         Large   frontage  on  both  East  Patrick    and  South  Court  Streets. 

Utilities:     Has  sewer,  water  and  electricity. 

Cost:  Approximately  $900,000  to  950,000.* 


■x-This  nrice  was   derived  by  taking  separately  the  assessed  value  of  this 
land  and  improvements  as  shoi-m,  in  records  on  file  with  the  Frederick 
County  Office  of  the  Department  of  Assessments  and  T^-xation  and  multi- 
plying each  by  the  ratio     of  the   sian  of  ap'^raised  values/assessed  values] 
for  land  and  improvements  on  fifteen  parcels  in  the  immediate  vicinity 
of  the    site.      Therefore,   the    cost  should  only  be  used  as  a  general   figurj 
and  is  reasonable  only  if  properties  in  the   area  have  been  assessed  con 
sister tly  at  a  constant  percentage  of  actual  value. 


1 
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flte  Characteristics  and  Dopcription 

This  s; te  comprises  approximately  the  west  m  sixty  percent  of  the 
blrck  bomdec  by  South  Karket  Street,   west  Patrick  Street,  Soutl-i   Court 
Street  and  Carroll  Creek.     The   oimers  of  1.77  of  the  1.93  acres  in  the 
site  have  indicated  a  willingness  to   sell  their  property  for  a  gcvern- 
mental  ccmnlex,   however,   these  narcels  b;"-  the;iiselves  are  inadequate   for 
use  b<=canse  of  their  sma]l  size  and  irrefcualar  shape  near  Carroll  Creek. 
^e  remainder  of  the  pronertiss  ir  the  block  I'Tere  considered  for  inclusion, 
but  only  two  additional  parcels  to  the  rear  along  the   creek  and  one  next 
tc   tl.e   theater  vere  added  in  an  effort  to   assemble   sufficient  area  on  which 
to  build,     '^"he  eastern  nortion  of  the  block  is  Kn.thin  the  zone  of  major 
retail  activity  within  th--  certral  business  district.      Acquisition  of 
land  here  would  not  only  be  mce  expensive,  b  !t  vjould  disrpt  th      com- 
mercial  str-  cture  and  have  a  negative  impact,      ■''or  example.  Sears,   a  prin- 
cioal  dn-Tstovm  department  store,  borders  the  site  and  would  have   to  be 
removed  if  that  site  is  to  be  appreciably  exp'xnded  in  size,      ihis  intrusion 
on  the  ocmniernial  hub  of  Frederick  would  remove  valuable  l-ind  from  the 
tax  rolls.    That   would  obviously  be  undesirabl'-'. 

The   ?Vederick  Theater  is   the  largest  structure  on  the  site.      J-'he 
n*yzr  nrincipal  buildin; s  are  along  Court  Str  et  and  comprise  retail 
shr-;rooms,   the  majority  of  v:hi  ch  are  now  vacant.     The   Frederick  Hotel, 
a  larre, relatively  handsome  structure  directly  across  "atrick  cjtrnob  from 
tJ»e   si  te,  serves  as  a  des  rable  ne^  ghhor  and  enhances  tiie  envi.ronment 
."unrounding  Ue  site,     Recaure  the  site  lies  close  to  Market  Street  arid 


-87- 


the   cer.ter  of  business  activity,   a   governmental   complex  here  would 
create  more  traffic  congestion  than  would  such  a  facility  lo-ated  further 
.est  on   the  other  side  of  Court  Street,     'i^e  first  block  of  >^st  Patrick 
Street  is  heavily  travelled,  however,  much  of  this  traffic   turns  on  Court 
Street  Laving  the   second  block  of  West  Patrick  relatively  free  of   conges- 
tion.      Mother  large  traffic  generator  east  of  Court  on  Patrick  Street, 
therefore,  might  pose   serious  problems. 

This  Site  slopes  very  gently  from  Patrick  Street  towar(^s  Carroll 
Creek.     Although  this  creates  no  difficulty  to  developing  the  land,   the 
lower  rear  portion  has  been  flooded  in  the   past.     Proper  development  of  tH 
.ite   sho.ld  should  consider  this  problem  and  restrict  major  improvements 
the  higher  portion  while     leaving  the  rear  undeveloped  or  for  parking. 

..      4.    1       ^+  r.r  +v.i=.   q^+p  orincipally  reflects  the  -value  of  th 
The  estimated  cost  ot    tnis   s^x,e  piirn-xpaxj-j 

land.     Exist-ng  improvements  represent  less  than  forty  percent  of  the 
total  value.     This  site,   on  a  per  acre  cost  basis  ccnpared  with  all  other 
sites,  is   the  most  expensive  of  the  alt:-n.ate   sites  and  offers  no  advan 
tages  over  Site  C. 

Summary 

T^is  l^nd  has  a  great  deal  to  offer  because  of  its  central  location, 
accessibility,  and  its  potential  for  creating  spinoff  development.  Like 
the  northwest  comer  site,  however,  it  suffers  from  a  lack  of  size.  Be 
cause  of  these  drawbacks,  it  does  not  compare  favorably  with  the  West 
Patrick  Street  site. 
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Site  C   Southwest  Corner  of  West  Patrick  and  Court  Streets 

Location:  In  C^D  at  intersection  of  West  Patrick  and  South  Court  Streets. 

Reason  for  Consideration:  One  of  initial  sites  suggested  by  County. 

Ownership/Acreage/Availability:  U.3  acre  site  consists  of  ten  parcels 
owned  by  six  parties :  most  of  those  involved  are  willing  to 
sell.^^ 

Present  Zoning/Uses:  Zoned  B-2  (Central  Business)  and  B-3  (General 

Business),  land  occupied  by  several  commercial  establishments, 
fire  station,  and  John  Hanson  House,  a  historical  structure, 
majority  of  land  is  used  for  public  and  private  parking. 

Adjacent  Uses:  Infixed  commercial/residential  to  north,  commercial  area  to 
east  and  west,  Carroll  Creek  on  south. 

General  Plan  Recommendations:  Portion  occupied  by  John  Hanson  House,  re- 
served for  recreational  use,  rest  of  property  reserved  for 
business  activity. 

Topography:  Gentle  sloping  toward  Carroll  Creek  to  rear. 

Highways/Accessibility:  Good  frontage  and  access  to  both  South  Court  and 
West  Patrick  Streets. 

'Jtilitiea:  Has  sewer,  water  and  electricity. 

53 
Coats:     Land  and  improvements:  High  appraisal  -  ffil,001,000 

Low  apprflisel  -    909,206 

These  appraisals  cover  majority  of  site  recommended. 

NOTOl  After  evaluation  of  all  proposed  sites,  the  Department  of  State 

Planninp  staff  recommends  that  the  governmental  complex  be  located 

on  this  site. 
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ANALYSIS 

Site  Characteristics 

The  eleven  parcels  comprising  this  site  provide  an  ideal  location  of 
adequate  size  for  meeting  both  State  and  County  facility  needs.  The  site 
totals  it. 3  acres  in  size. 

The  relatively  large  downtown  site  area  will  allow  the  construction 
of  a  complex  of  sufficient  size  to  meet  all  present  and  future  space  re- 
quirements. The  site  is  regular  in  shape  except  where  the  John  Hanson 
House  and  the  Citizens  Fire  House  have  been  excluded.   It  should  be  noted 

that  both  federal  and  State  funds  have  been  requested  for  restoring  the    j 

I 
i 

John  Hanson  House.  The  site  rather  than  the  structure  is  of  historical 

i 

significance.  This  permits  alteration  of  the  structure  necessary  to  in-   j 

i 
sure  its  compatibility  with  a  new  Courthouse  rather  than  restricting      I 

restoration  of  its  exterior  to  the  original  appearance.  Sensitive  design 

of  the  government  buildings  and  landscaping  can  insure  harmony  between  the 

old  and  new.  The  excellent  exposure  provided  by  this  corner  site  suggests 

development  of  a  public  plaza  as  both  a  setting  for  the  John  Hanson  House  ! 

and  a  handsome  entrance  to  the  proposed  complex.  If  local  sentiment  should 

be  for  demolition  of  the  John  Hanson  House,  it  is  recommended  that  the    j 

property  it  now  is  situated  upon  be  acquired.  The  Citizens  Fire  House  pose 

no  obstacle  to  developing  the  recommended  site.  Should  Frederick  City 

decide  to  consolidate  its  downtown  firehouses  into  a  better  located  and   I 

modern  facility  at  some  future  date,  it  shoiild  also  be  acquired. 


II 
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The  site  recommended  for  acauisition  includes  several  improved 
properties,  none  of  which  are  in  good  condition.  The  two  properties  closest 
to  the  intersection  currentDy  house  income  producing  improvements,  but 
the  necessity  for  proper  exposure,  a  good  visible  linkage  with  the  commer- 
cial area  to  the  east  and  the  Courthouse  District  to  the  north  with  its 
concentration  of  professional  and  service  offices,  optimal  pedestrian  and 
vehicular  access  and  aesthetics,  all  dictate  the  taking  of  these  parcels. 
This  will  help  maintain  the  attractive  and  historical  area  surrounding 
the  present  Courthouse  and  stimulate  additional  development  along  West 
Patrick  vStreet.   The  other  improvements  are  towards  the  northwest  corner 
of  the  site  and  are  largely  vacant  at  this  time.   The  need  for  adequate 
space  necessitates  that  they  be  included  also. 

Minor  flooding  from  Carroll  Creek  occurred  during  Hurricane  Agnes, 
but  water  covered  only  the  lower  portion  of  the  municipal  parking  lot  at 
the  rear  of  the  site.   However,  this  would  not  affect  buildings  if  they 
were  placed  towards  Patrick  Street  where  the  groxind  is  higher.   In  addition, 
funis  have  been  reouested  from  the  State  to  build  a  linear  park  along 
Carroll  Creek.''   If  this  park  is  built,  the  landscaping  involved  in  this 
park  development  would  include  flood  control  as  well  as  aesthetic  improve- 
ments, and  the  danger  of  even  minor  flooding  would  be  drastically  reduced. 

The  inability  to  acouire  unlimited  land  for  parking  in  the  CBD  is 
recornized.   Although  the  scale  of  the  initial  complex  woul-l  generate 
parking  req  irements  that  can  be  met  with  surface  parking,  later  expansion 
of  offices  will  require  additional  parking  capacity.  This  need  can  be 
met  by  the  construction  of  a  pp rking  deck  at  the  rear  of  the  site  in  the 
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future.  Such  a  structure  could  effectively  be  accommodated  with  the 
Courthouse  and  offices  built  closer  to  Patrick  Street  and  taking  advantage 
of  the  gentle  drop  of  the  land  towards  the  creek. 

This  site  offers  an  opportunity  to  tie  the  Carroll  Creek  Linear  Park 
with  the  CBD.  Consideration  should  be  given  to  the  use  of  open  space  funds 
to  acquire  those  portions  of  the  site  along  the  stream  and  surrounding 
the  John  Hanson  House. 

Independent  appraisals  have  been  made  for  almost  the  total  site. 
Only  the  parcel  in  the  southwestern  corner  and  a  portion  between  the 
rear  of  the  John  Hanson  House  to  a  line  l50  feet  from  the  front  property 
line  have  not  been  appraised.  This  site  is  the  cheapest  of  the  three 
downtown  sites  studied  in  detail  when  compared  on  a  dollar/acre  basis. 
Summary 

This  site  is  recommended  for  purchase  because  of  its  central  location, 
excellent  size,  and  the  fact  that  it  will  encourage  related  spin  off 
development.  While  the  appraisal  value  of  the  site  is  high  the  cost  per 
acre  is  less  than  the  other  two  cities. 

The  benefits  of  locating  the  governmental  complex  here  are  significant. 
Such  a  complex  would  be  accessible  to  both  automobile  and  pedestrian  traffic 
and  thus  place  its  services  within  relatively  easy  reach  of  all  County 
residents.   It  would  also  bring  more  wealth  and  employment  into  the  CBD 
which  has  been  showing  signs  of  blight  and  deterioration.  A  prosperous 
commerical  focal  point  will  encourage  an  influx  of  additional  ccmmercial 
activity  which  will  benefit  the  entire  County.  Balancing  the  higher  site 
cost  against  the  needs  and  benefits  to  Frederick  County,  the  Department 
of  State  Planning  reaffirms  its  original  decision  on  locating  the  Courthouse 
complex  at  this  site. 
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APPSNnX  A 
QUSSTICMAIRE  CCMPLETED  BY  STATE 
AND  STATE   FUNDED  AGENCIES 


1,  VJliat  programs  or  services  are  offered  at  this  office? 

2,  Identify  the   areas  served  by  this  local  office.     If  coincident  with 
a  political   subdivision,    give  name  of   subdivision. 

3,  How  many  people  actually  use  services  offered? 

h.     '.vhere  do  the  users  of  your  services  live  within  the  area  served? 
5.      Describe  population  using  services  of  your  agency. 


Annual  Family 

a)  Income   Range 

Less  than  $5,000 
5  -  $10,000 
Over  $10,000 

b)  Race 


Number  or  Percentage 


Number  or  Percentage 


Number  or  Percentage 


V.Tiite 
Non-Vhite 

c)  Age  Group 

Pre -School 
6-17  years 
18  -  65  years 
65  and  over 


6.  Are  there  any  special   groups  of  clients    with  whom  you  deal? 

7.  How  do  clients  communicate  with  your  agency? 


Mode  of  Comm\ini cation 


Number  or    Percentage 


Visit  to   office 

Home  visits  by  agency 

Telephone 

Mail 

8,     I'fliat  means  of  transportation  are  used  by  clients  and  employees  to  get 
to  this  office? 

%  of  Clients       ^/l^Iumber  of 
Mode  Used  Income  Range       Employees  Qffi  cial/Visitor 

Drive  automobile 

Passenger  in  Automobile 

Public  Transit 

Taxi 

Walk 
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9.      For  normal  work  loads,  how  many  parking  spaces  are  needed  for: 

Official  Vehicles 

Employee  s 

Public  and  Visitors 

I'Jhat  difficulties  do  the  clients  have  in   getting  to  yoi.ir  office? 
•lAfhat  Maryland  State  agencies  dc  you  frequently  vc-rk  with  or  refer 

iDeople  to? 

I'Jhich  Maryland  State  agencies  would  it  be  desirable  or  necessary 

to  be  located  near? 

Frederick  County  Agencies  to  be  located  near? 

Federal  Agencies  to  be  located  near? 

vifhat  other  services,  institutions,   facilities,  etc.    do  you  deal  witii 

that  would  necessitate  you  being  located  near? 

Identify  advantages  of  your  present  location. 

Identify  disadvantages  of  your  present  location. 

Positionaj   and  Design  Considerations 

a.  Do   significant  numbers  of  handicapped  or  disabled  visit  your  offic 

b.  "^hat  provisions  for  serving  this  grouo  should  be  provided  in  the 
physical  design  of  the   office  for  your  agency? 

In  your  opinion,  where  is  the  best  location  (general  areas)   to  serve 

yo\:r  clients? 

ift-iat  forms  of  communication  with  the  central  office   do  you  use  and  wh£ 

is  the  frequency  of  contact? 


10. 
11. 

12. 

13. 
Ih. 
15. 

16. 
17. 

18. 


19. 

20. 


I 


Telephone 

Tie -line 
Personal  Visit 
Messenger  Service 
Mail 
Data  Line  for 

Automatic  Data  Processing 


Use 


Frequency 


Adequacy 


21.  ''Jhat  communications  problems  do  you  have,  if  any: 

Between  field  office  and  client? 
Between  field  office  and  central  office? 
Between  field  office  and  other  agencies? 

22.  Access  Requirements  (Number  of  office  visitors  and  deliveries) 


Daily  Visitor  Traffic 


Typi  cal 

nn- 


Peak/Time 


Daily  Official 
Visitor  Traffic 


*^fio. 


Peak/Time 


Mail  and  Freight 
Pieces  or  Weight 


Typical 


'^l'. 


Peak/Time 
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23.     Do  you  foresee  procedural  or  program  changes  that  might  affect 
your  location  or   space  requirements?     (Example:     microfilming  or 
telecommunications   reducing  file  and   storage   space.) 

2U,     '.."hat  office  hours  do  you  keep? 


Kon. 

Tues. 

Wed. 

Thur. 

Fri. 

Sat. 

Sun 

Ooen 

close 

25.  Indicate  the  month    (s)  of  peak  work  load. 

26,  Indicate  the  month   (s)   of  low  work  load. 


Peak 


Low 


PPACS  TfEEIE 
27.     tJhat  is  relationship  of  vork  load  or  standard  used  to  determine 

reo'ired  Dositions? 
26.     lifhat  are  the  major  problems  or  deficiencies  of  the    space  you  now  occupy? 

29.  Can  ycu  orovide  us  with  plans  of  your  oresent  office?     If  not,  where 
can  one  be  acquired? 

30.  Are  '■'cii  occupying  area  not  covered  by  your  lease  or  formal  soace  arrange- 
ment? 
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A^'^ENDIX  B 
FACTORS  CONSIDERED  IN  CCMPUTATICN  OF 
WNII^T>-  SITE  SIZES 


To  aid  in  site  evaluation  it  is  necessary  to  determine  both   short 
and  long  run  minimum  site   size  requirements  for  both  doimtcxm  and  out- 
lying building  locations,      -through  interview  data  and  subsequent  pro- 
jections, the  follovdnp  office   space  requirements  were  derived  for  the 
proposed  complex. 
Initial  ^pace  ^'^quirernents  Ulitmate  Space  Requiremenbs 

100,000  square  feet,  net  200,000  square  feet,  net 

125^,000  souare  feet,   gross  2^0,000  square  feet,   gross 

It  was  assumed  that,   in  r\iral  areas,    the  office  building  structure  would 
be  no  mcrethan  one   story  tall  while  a  CBP  location  would  allow  the  build- 
ing of  three  story  structures.     In  addition,   it  is  assumed  that  a  double 
d'~ck  parking  facili  ty  wo^ld  be   justified  in   town  while  an  outlying  lo- 
cation would  allow  ground  level  parking  only. 

In  computing  parking  space  requirements  additional   assumptions  were 
'ised: 

1,  Each  1,000  net  square  feet  of  office   space  in  government  office 
buildings  renerates  the  need  for  U.l  parking  spaces,   studies  in 
larger  urban  areas  have  shown.     This  standard  should  be  adjusted  for 
Frederick  , 

2.  .\n  additicnsil  lO/K  of  the  above  figure  should  be  added  for  parking 
space  needs  in  remote  locations  because  of  the  relative  lank  of 
sourround'.np  activity  v'hlch,  if  preiient,  wo  dd  encourage  multi-purpose 
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trips  and  parking  off  site.     Because  of  this   multi-purpose  trip 
potential  and  the  higher  than  normal  number  of  persons  in  Frederick 
that  would  walk  to   dnmtoTO,   a  factor  of  ±0%  is  subtracted  from  the 
average  for  doxmtown  sites. 
3.     Each  narking  space  and  its  adjacent  aisles  covers  300  square  feet  of 

land. 
\x.     Pedestrian  and  automobile   circulation,   landscaping,  etc.   i-rill  utilize 

2%  of  the   site. 

Using  these  assumptions  and  making  the  necessary  calculations,   the 
following  parking  rea;iirements  were  derived: 


Outlying  site 
Downtown  site 


270,600  square  feet 

110,700  square  feet  (2  levels) 


Minimum  site   size  requirements  were  then  derived  as  follows 


Outlying  site  -  Ultimate  requirements 
Parking 
Office 


DowntovTi  Site—  Initial  requirements 
Office     (one  story) 
Parkin  g     ( surface ) 


Add  33^  circulatLon  and  landscaping 
factor. 


270,600 
2^0,000 

520,600  square  feet  or  aoproximat^ 
lo  acres. 


Ill, 667   square  feet 
110,700  square  feet 

1^2,367 
$0,789 

203,156  square  fee t>  approximately 
h.  7  acres 


r 


$ 


Ultimately  with  additional  expansions  of  offices  and  a  parking  deck  ,  a 
site   of  approximately  6  fiacres  would  be  needed  in  a  downtovm  location  imles 
all  building  expansion  was  upwards. 
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Conclusion:     The   site  chosen  must  ultimately  accomodate  a  building 

complex  of  200  -  2^0,000  square  feet  plus  parking.     Because 
long  term  pooulation  growth  will  occur  at  many  other  loca- 
tions in  addition  to  Frederick,  the  County  will  undoubtedly 
decentralize  its  facilities  by  the  end  of  the   century  so 
that  it  can  better  serve  its  residents.     Because  of  this 
decentralization  there  will  be  little  need  for  additional 
land  in  Frederick  after  the   proposed  site  is  purchased. 
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APPENDIX  C 
SITE  EVflLTIATION  TRI'TE.RIA 


In  an  attempt  to  evaluate  the  various  proposed  sites  for  the  Frederick 
Courthouse  complex,  the  Department  of  State  Planning  developed  the 
followinp  list  of  criteria.  They  are  divided  into  four  major  categories 
covering  the  factors  that  must  be  examined  during  the  evaluation  process. 
These  criteria  are  designated  as  either  vital  or  non  vital.  A  vital 
criteria  is  considered  important  enough  to  directly  effect  the  success  or 
failure  of  the  project.  For  this  reason,  a  site  must  possess  all  of  the 
vital  criteria  to  a  satisfactory  degree  if  it  is  to  be  selected.   The 
criteria  are  also  weighted  on  a  five  point  basis  as  follows : 
5  -  Excellent  2  -  Poor 

h  -   Good  1  -  Unsatisfactory 

3  -  ^air 
friteria  considered  vital  are  obviously  weighted  more  heavily  than 
those  which  are  non-vital.   For  example,  the  safety  of  the  streets 
si;rrounding  the  site  is  considered  to  be  r-   vital  criterion  of  its 
svitability  (and  carries  a  higher  weight),  while  its  nearness  to 
shopping  facilities,  wl-ile  desirable,  is  not  considered  vital  and  carries 
a  lighter  weight. 

When  each  site  was  evaluated,  it  was  given  a  numerical  score  (also 
on  the  same  five  point  scale)  for  each  criterion  depending  on  how  well 
it  met  the  criterion  in  question.   The  score  for  each  criterion  was  then 
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multiplied  by  the  weight  for  that  item  to  determine  the  site's  total  score 
for  that  criterion.  For  example,  if  a  site  received  a  score  of  three  for 
a  criterion  with  a  weight  of  four,  the  total  score  for  that  criterion  was 
twelve.  Upon  the  conclusion  of  the  evaluation,  the  scores  for  each 
criterion  were  summed  and  the  site  was  given  a  total  numerical  score. 
They  were  then  ranked  making  it  easier  to  decide  on  the  most  suitable 
location  for  the  complex.  This  procedure  was  followed  by  the  three 
individuals  who  made  the  on-site  inspections.  At  the  conclusion  of  the 
inspection,  comparisons  were  made.  T:?hile  there  were,  of  course,  some 
differences  in  the  way  in  which  the  sites  were  ranked,  the  final  recommen- 
dation was  the  same  for  all  three  evaluators.  The  site  at  the  southwestern 
corner  of  West  Patrick  and  South  Court  Streets  was  unanimously  selected 
for  purchase  by  the  State  and  County  technical  staff  performing  this 

study. 

When  applicable,  explanatory  notes  were  also  attached  to  aid  in  the 
site  evaluation  process.  These  also  appear  in  this  appendix. 
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Non- 
ConditioD  Vital   Vital   Weight 

Accessibility  and  Proxiinity 

A.  Overall  present  and  future  auto  accessibility  to 

city  aivi   county  residents  X  I4. 

B.  Road  network  in  vicinity  of  site 

1.  Adequacy  of  existing  and  planned  streets 

affecting  site  X  5 

2.  Safety  of  surrounding  streets  X  S 

C.  Availability  and  proximity  of  public  transportation        X  $ 

D.  Accessibility  and  proxiinity  to  low-income  clients  X  5 

E.  Accessibility  and  proximity  to  business  and  pro- 
fessional clients  X      3 

F.  Accessibility  to  existing  state  and  county  govern- 
ment facilities  X  5 

G.  Proximity  to  nearby  shopping  and  eating  facilities        X 2 

TOTAL  -  PART  I  3k 

3ccio- Developmental  and  Environmental  Impacts 
A,   Impact  of  use  on  area 
1,  General  Area 

a.  Acceptable  in  city  and  county  plans  X  U 

b.  Has  minimal  adverse  environmental  impact  X  U 
?.  Itmediate  Area 

a.  Has  positive  impact  on  surrounding  area  X      3 

b.  Does  not  adversely  affect  surrounding  area         X  5 

c.  yinimal  displacement  of  businesses  and 

families  X  5 

d.  Physical  condition  of  surroundinr;  area 

1.  Present  X      2 

2.  Future  X      3 
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Criteria 


Non-      I 
Vital   Vital   Weij 


B.  Inpact  of  surrounding  area  on  use 

1,  Personal  Safety  of  Users 

a.  Area  relatively  free  of  crime  and  vice 

b.  Free  from  rail,  highway  or  powerline 
interference 

2.  Nuisances,  Objectionable  adjacent  uses 

a.  Free  from  smoke,  dust,  odors  and  noise 

b.  Free  from  adverse  wind,  sun,  or  other 
climatic  conditions 


X 


TOTAL  -  PART  II 


III.  Site  Characteristics 

A.  Ease  of  site  acquisition 

B.  Size  to  accommodate  present  services  and  future 
growth 

C.  Shape  -  allows  compact  and  convenient  arrangement 
of  buildings 

D.  Soil  and  Geology 

1.  Topographical  considerations  (i.e.,  no  excessive 

grading) 

2.  Subsoil  conditions 

3.  Free  from  flood  danger 
U.     On-site  drainage 

E.  Availability  of  Utilities 

1 .  Water 

2 .  Sewage 

3.  Gas  -  Electricity 

F.  Suitability  of  Entrance 


X 
X 
X 


X 


X 
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Criteria 


Non- 
Vital       Vital       Weight 


G .     Parking 

1.  Adequate  on-site  park±ng  space  for  employee  and 
official  vehicles 

2.  On-site  and  nearby  parking  for  clients  and  visitors 

H.     Site  prominence  and  visability,   and  relation  to 
siirrounding  structures 


TOTAL  -  PART  III 


3 
U 


51 


Costs 

A.  Cost  of  land 

B.  Cost  of  site  preparation 

C.  Cost  of  utility  extensions  and  connections 

D.  Off- site  improvement  costs 

1.  New  street  paving 

2.  New  sidewalk  installation 

E.  Cost  of  relocating  businesses  and  families 
from  site 

F.  Special,  unusual,  or  off-setting  costs 


X 
X 


X 
X 

X 

X 


$ 

5 
3 

3 
3 

3 

3 


TOTAL  -  PART  IV 


25 


TOTAL  POINTS  FOR  STUCK 


1$0 
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Explanatory  Notes 

I.  Accessibility  and  Proximity 

A.  Distance  of  site  from  major  roads,  inventory  and  determine  adequacy 
of  arterials  leading  from  site  to  major  roads 

B.  Street  network  in  vicinity  of  site 

1.  Traffic  capacity  of  streets  (present  and  planned) 
Physical  condition  of  streets 

Ease  of  traffic  circulation  on  approach  roads 

2.  Examine  streets  for  sharp  curves  or  steep  hills,  poor 
sidewalk  facilities,  excessively  narrow  bridges,  poor 
visability  (particularly  at  intersections) ,  and  excessive 
pedestrian  traffic 

C.  Distance  from  site  to  bus  stop 

Number  of  mass  transit  vehicles  entering  site  area  on  a 

daily  basis 
Feasibility  of  providing  transit  service  if  not  presently 

available 

D.  Number  of  low  income  people  within  walking  distance  of  site 
Public  transit  available  (see  B  above) 

Low  income  areas  served  by  transit 
Ease  of  locating  site 

E.  Distance  from  areas  housing  a  significant  number  of  business 
and  professional  people  expected  to  interact  with  the  complex 

F.  Distance  from  other  state  and  county  governmental  offices 
Degree  to  which  staff  interaction  and  contact  facilitates  con- 
venience for  public  requiring  multiple  services 

G.  Variety  of  shopping  and  eating  facilities  within  convenient 
walking  distance  of  site 

U.  Socio- Developmental  and  Environmental  Impacts 
A.  Impact  of  complex  on  surrounding  area 
1.  General  Area 

a.  Is  project  on  this  site  consistent  with  intended  developmental 

pattern  of  area? 

b.  Does  not  destroy  valuable  open  land 

Does  not  cause  undue  air  or  water  pollution 
Ability  to  control  soil  erosion 
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2.  Iranediate  Area 

a.  Aids  local  retail  establishments 

Acts  as  barrier  to  blighting  influences 
Provides  employment  for  local  residents 

b.  Does  not  lower  property  values 

"    "  create  traffic  congestion  in  residential  areas 

"    "  create  excess  noise 
Interference  with  residential  parking 
Closeness  to  schools_^  particularly  elementary 
Not  near  other  major  traffic  generators 

c.  Self-explanatory 

d.  Inventory  of  adjacent  land  uses  -  physical  condition, 
present  and  future  (the  latter  being  more  in^jortant 
for  our  purposes) 

Impact  of  Surrounding  Area  on  Complex 

1.  Personal  safety  of  users 

a.  Examine  trends  in  local  crime  rate 

b.  Public  willingness  to  walk  to  site 

c.  Examine  means  of  overcoming  dangers  posed  by  adjacent 
rail,  highway  and  power  facilities,  airport  approach  zones, 
and  sewage  treatment  plants 

2,  Nuisances 

a.  Note  distance  and  direction  of  nuisances  from  site  and 
determine  if  they  can  be  negated  by  proper  design 
Sufficient  distance  from  new  or  expanding  quarries 

b.  Determine  if  proper  design  can  negate  effects  of  the 
adverse  climatic  conditions  of  wind,  fog,  and  temperature 
inversions 


m.  Site  Characteristics 
A.  Self  Exyjlanatory 


E. 

G. 


It       'I 


D.  .x>il  Geology 


1.  Would  adverse  topographic  features,  such  as  steep  hUls  or 
deep  guinea  cause  excess  grading,  filling,  erosion 
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2.  Does  soil  type  permit  building  -  bearing  capacity,  stability 
Interference  of  underground  springs  or  high  water  table 
Underlying  rack  close  to  surface 

Solution  channels  and  sinkholes 

3.  Is  site  on  an  officially  designated  floodplain?  Has  area  had 
history  of  flooding  even  if  not  on  floodplain? 


n"? 


U.  Is  site  too  flat  for  proper  drainage? 

Existance  of,  or  feasibility  of  providing  drainage  facilities 
on  site 

E.  Availability  of  Utilities  -  Feasibility  for  future  Provision 

1.  Water  pressure  (adequacy  for  fire  protection) 

Main  size 

If  private  water  supply,  quality  of  water 

2.  Size/sewage  lines 
Adequate  capacity  in  lines 
Need  for  pumping  station 

3.  Self-explanatory 

F.  Does  site  have  suitable  entrance  point? 
Would  entrance  unduly  disrupt  traffic  flow? 
Is  there  more  than  one  access  point? 
Determine  safety  and  visability  of  access  point? 
Closeness  of  entrance  points  to  major  traffic  interchanges 

and  key  bottlenecks 

G .  Parking 

1.  Self-explanatory 

2.  Determine  availability  of  on  and  off  street  parking 

in  immediate  vicinity  of  site 

H,  Is  site  prominent  and  well  known? 
Is  it  easy  for  public  to  find  site? 

Is  scale  of  contemplated  structures  compatible  to  scale  of 
area  or  existing  structures  to  be  maintained? 


IV.  Costs 


A.  Opportunity  for  use  of  federal  or  special  funds 
Cost/opportunity  lost  because  of  different  use 
Removal  of  existing  buildings 

B .  Grading 
Preparation  for  parking 

Cost/entrance  and  egress 
Relocation  of  existing  utilities 
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C.  Costs/additional  trenchwork  and  lines 
Additional  pumping  costs 

Costs  for  additional  utility  easements 

D.  Off-site  improvement  costs 

1.  Self  Explanatory 

2.  " 

E.  City  will  pay  partial  costs,  provide  parking,  etc 
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APPENDIX  D 


Conunents  on  the  study  were  provided  by  the  following  Frederick 
County  Commissioners ; 

Mr,  John  A.  Derr  -  President,  Board  of  County  Commissioners 
Mr,  Lawrence  A.  Dorsey,  Commissioner 
Mr,  Donald  L.  Lewis,  Commissioner 
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lioarb  of  Countp  Commi£(c(ionertf 

OF  FREDERICK  COUNTY.  MARYLAND 
WINCHESTER  HALL 

FREDERICK.  MARYLAND  21701 

February  8,  1974  J         .  -    .    -  ■'.  .   /  , 


1 

Mr.  Vladimir  A.  Wahbe,  Secretary 
Maryland  State  Planning  Commission 
301  West  Preston  Street 
Baltimore,  Maryland  21201 

Dear  Secretary  Wahbe: 

At  a  public  meeting  held  Monday,  February  4,  1974,  the  Board  of  County 
Commissionere  took  the  following  action  on  the  "draft  study"  of  12  sites  considered  for 
the  joint  venture  between  the  State  of  Maryland  and  Frederick  County: 

Commissioner  Dorsey  moved  that  this  Board  of  County  Commissioners  accept 
and  approve  the  recommendations  in  the  study  made  by  the  State  Department  of 
Planning,  that  SITE  "C"  be  the  location  of  a  new  courthouse  for  Frederick  County; 
furthermore,  that  the  State  Department  of  Planning  and  General  Services  Administration 
be  notified  and  urged  to  proceed  without  further  delay  to  acquire  the  necessary 
properties  involved  in  Site  "C";  and  that  this  motion  and  my  comments  be  made  a 
part  of  the  final  draft  of  the  study  to  be  released  to  the  Council  of  Governments 
and  the  general  public.    Commissioner  Derr  seconded  the  motion. 

Upon  a  request  for  roll  call  vote  on  the  motion.  Commissioner  Dorsey 
voted  "aye";  Commissioner  Derr  voted  "aye;  and  Commissioner  Lewis  voted  "against" 
the  motion. 

Attached  to  this  letter  are  Commissioner  Dorsey's  comments  for  inclusion 
in  the  study. 

Commissioner  Lewis  has  stated  that  he  will  have  comments  to  be  included  in 
the  final  draft,  but  as  yet  he  has  not  submitted  those  for  inclusion. 

If  you  have  the  need  for  any  additional  information,  please  contact  this 
office . 


JOHN  A.  DERR 
wv  Prudent 

cc:    William  A.  Badger 
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statement  of   LawreJicie.  A.'  Doreej,   CoMmissioner 

February  4,  1974 

Mr.  Chairman: 

I  hove  0  few  comments  that  I  would  like  to  make  on  the  subject  before  us, 

and  then  I  will  have  a  motion  on  the  matter. 

The  need  for  a  new  courthouse  for  Frederick  County  is  not  a  new  subject. 
In  fact  it  Is  almost  15  yeare  old.    Persons  long  associated  with  the  court  system  know  our 
present  facilities  are  inadequate  and  obsolete. 

At  first  the  greatest  need  was  for  additional  space.    As  the  years  have 
passed,  not  only  the  need  for  space  has  increased,  but  other  factors  have  come  on  the 
scene.    These  include  SAFETY  AND  SECURITY  for  all  those  concerned  in  various 

judicial  proceedings. 

Probably  the  foremost  reason  for  no  action  being  taken  on  a  new  courthouse 
in  the  1960's  was  the  opinion  that  it  would  cause  an  increase  in  the  tax  rate.     It  is  no 
secret  that  elected  officials  seldom  undertake  projects  that  cause  a  tax  rate  increase  if 

it  is  possible  to  delay  those  projects. 

When  this  Board  of  Commissioners  took  office  December  1,  1970,  the 
need  for  a  new  courthouse  had  not  disappeared,  nor  had  the  financing  problem. 

Two  years  ago,  about  this  time  of  year,  an  additional  problem  entered 
the  picture.    A  new  District  Court  system  came  into  existence  July  1,  1971.    Within 
o  short  time,  it  was  general  knowledge  that  the  old  Magistrate  Court  quarters  were 
inadequate  for  the  new  District  Court. 

Since  the  District  Court  was  a  responsibility  of  the  State,  the  State  began 
to  take  steps  to  find  adequotc  facilities.  It  appeared  very  likely  that  if  other  facilities 
were  to  be  found,  they  would  not  be  near  the  existing  courthouse. 
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I  don't  think  many  people  will  disagree  that  the  court  systems  and  related 
judicial  offices  should  be  in  the  same,  or  at  least  adjacent,  buildings. 

At  least  there  was  no  disagreement  among  the  Commissioners  on  this 
subject.  And  when  this  Board  learned  what  might  happen  to  the  District  Court,  it 
caused  us  much  concern. 

We  saw  this  as  an  opportunity  to  obtain  the  much  needed  courthouse  with 
the  State  helping  Frederick  County  offset  some  of  the  financial  burden. 

A  meeting  was  arranged  with  Mr.  William  Badger,  a  Deputy  Secretary 
of  the  General  Services  Administration.    He  had  the  responsibility  to  obtain  adequate 
District  Court  facilities  throughout  the  State  of  Maryland. 

When  Mr.  Badger  was  informed  of  the  Commissioners'  courthouse  proposal, 
he  was  enthused.    He  said  that  if  an  agreement  could  be  reached  for  "interim"  District 
Court  facilities,  he  felt  that  various  State  approving  authorities  would  go  along  with  the 
proposal. 

Secretary  of  State  Planning  Vladimir  A.  Wahbe  and  Mr.  Badger  later  met 
with  the  Commissioners  to  further  explore  the  possibilities  of  the  proposal.    Mr.  Wahbe 
pointed  out  that  a  study  would  hove  to  be  made  to  decide  what  state  and  county  agencies 
and  offices  should  be  considered,  as  well  as  a  general  location  for  the  best  interest  of  all 
concerned.    The  Commissioners  agreed  to  provide  information  from  the  county's  side  for 
the  study. 

As  time  passed,  the  Commissioners  became  concerned  over  the  length  of 
-time  necessary  to  complete  the  study.  Finally,  in  the  spring  of  1973,  a  verbal  report 
of  the  study  was  presented.    Somewhere  along  the  line  a  misunderstanding  had  taken 
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>lace,  because  the  study  not  only  included  a  county-state  courthouse  facility,  but 
jIso  a  county-state  office  complex.    This  sparked  controversy  not  only  among  the 
Commissioners  and  their  staff,  but  also  among  the  general  public. 

Following  a  staff  report  which  showed  that  an  addition  to  Winchester  Hall 
could  answer  the  County's  office  needs  through  at  least   1990,  the  Commissioners  informed 
the  State  that  a  joint  venture  should  be  considered  at  this  time  for  the  judicial  branch  and 
related  offices  in  a  courthouse  only.    There  were  no  limitations  on  the  State  reserving  an 
orea  on  the  site  for  a  future  State  office  building,  nor  on  the  County  for  reserving  an 
area  on  the  site  for  possible  future  County  needs.    The  State  had  no  problem  with  this 

approach. 

The  term  "complex,"  however,  had  grown  into  a  monster  by  this  time. 
The  Council  of  Governments  wasn't  satisfied  with  a  verbal  report  of  the  initial  study. 
A  request  of  alternate  sites  was  made  to  Secretary  of  State  Planning  Wahbe,  which  he 

agreed  to  do. 

A  draft  of  that  study  has  been  presented  to  the  Commissioners  for  their 
comments.    Secretary  Wahbe  told  the  Commissioners  that  this  is  the  most  comprehensive 
and  detailed  study  that  the  State  has  ever  mode  in  regard  to  a  site  selection  for  a  building, 

The  study  concludes  that  SITE  "C"  on  the  south  side  of  West  Patrick  Street 
in  the  100  block  is  the  best  location  for  the  proposed  courthouse. 

Most  of  the  land  involved  has  had  appraisals  made  by  our  request  to  the 
General  Services  Administration.  Money  has  already  been  appropriated  by  the  State 
for  its  portion  of  planning  and  land  acquisition. 

During  the  budget  period  in  1973,  we  were  advised  by  our  staff  that 
Frederick  County  can  proceed  with  its  share  of  the  complete  costs  without  this  project 
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creating  an  increase  in  the  tax  rate  ~  thanks  to  Revenue  Sharing  Funds. 

Back  in  the  Spring  of  1972  when  we  Commissioners  unanimously  submitted 
to  the  State  our  proposal  for  a  new  courthouse,  there  were  no  written  agreements. 
However,  when  we  unanimously  agreed  to  proceed  with  the  State's  proposal  for  "interim" 
District  Court  facilities,  I  feel  this  was  a  personal  commitment  by  this  Board  to  proceed 
jointly  with  the  State  for  a  new  courthouse. 

It  Is  my  opinion  that  logical  and  satisfactory  answers  have  been  made 
to  all  honest  questions  on  this  subject.    I  am  sorry  there  Is  no  woy  to  provide  answers  to 
questions  of  opinion  or  emotion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  that  this  Board  of  County  Commissioners  accept  and 
approve  the  recommendations  in  the  study  made  by  the  State  Department  of  Planning, 
that  SITE  "C"  be  the  location  of  a  new  courthouse  for  Frederick  County;  furthermore, 
that  the  State  Department  of  Planning  and  General  Services  Administration  be  notified 
and  urged  to  proceed  without  further  delay  to  acquire  the  necessary  properties  involved 
in  Site  "C";  and  that  this  motion  and  my  comments  be  mode  a  part  of  the  final  draft  of 
the  study  to  be  released  to  the  Council  of  Governments  and  the  general  public. 

COMMISSIONER  LAWRENCE  A.  DORSEY 
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statement  of  Donald  L.  Lewis,  Uoramissioner  •    • 

-.  Chairman,  Ladies  and  Gentlemen: 

I  read  by  the  morning  paper  that  history  is  to  be  made  in  Winchester  Hall  this 
,rning.     1  read  the  editorial  with  great  concern,  and  let  me  soy  that  at  this  hour     I  would 
<e  to  look  favorably  on  being  a  party  to  this  so-called  history  that  has  been  referred  to  here. 
little  background  on  and  .somewhat  repetitious  to  what  Mr.  Do,.ey  has  just  read  to  you  - 
relates  to  the  need  of  a  courthouse. 

My  greatest  awareness  of  the  need  came  about  last  year  when  Judge  Clapp  appeared 
,fore  the  Board  of  County  Commissioner  making  his  plea  for  the  consideration  of  expansion 
r  the  consideration  of  a  new  courthouse.     I  had  not  been  aware  of  the  post  10  year,  that  has 
een  referred  to  as  the  inadequacy  of  the  court,  because  my  position  in  life  had  not  caused 
^  to  be  very  close  to  it.    My  three  years  experience  in  county  government  has  drawn  me 
:loser  to  the  court  system,  and  I  have  been  able  to  be  somewhat  a  party  of  and  witness  some  of 
he  shortcomings  in  our  present  court  system.      It  all  depends  on  one's  approach  as  to  how  they 
L  adhered  to  and  how  the  proposals  ore  carried  out  for  the  futre  of  the  existing  and  present- 

teeds,  as  to  what  direction  we  go. 
.  When  the  request  was  brought  before  the  Commissioner,  at  the  time  I  mentioned,  and 

Judge  Clapp  mode  his  plea  following  that  hearing,   the  joint  body  of  the  Board  of  County 
Commissioners  briefly  discussed  the  matter.    At  that  time  you  ore  all  aware  that  the  new 
district  court  concept  came  into  being,  which  we  opposed  because  we  felt  the  counties  and 
state  wore  not  prepared  for  It,  but  it  was  the  Governor's  desire  and  it  went  into  effect,  and 
^  we  all  know  of  the  problems  it  brought  forth.    These  have  somewhat  been  resolved  at  high 
cost.    The  Commissioners  have  remodeled  and  made  provisions  within  our  present  court  system  to 
Odhere  to  state  request  and  do  what  we  could  for  the  system,  but  I  suggested  at  that  time  to 
the  Board  of  Commissioner,  that  since  thr-  District  Court  was  now  Into  being,  thot  we  should 
■consider  locating  end  buildin,  a  courthouse,  making  the  District  Court  a  part  of  it.     This  we 
unonimously  agreed  upon,  and  this  is  the  direction  we  moved  forv/ard  on. 
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.  -       Little  conversation  was  brought  forth  as  a  joint  body  of  the  Board  of  County  Commisslonenj 
following  that.    The  thought  and  the  concept  were  presented  to  the  Delegation,  but  it  got  far  ^ 

afield  in  the  State  House.    After  it  got  into  the  State  House,  here  is  where  our  legislative  body, 
along  with  the  considerations  of  the  state  to  locate  regional  state  office  buildings,  began  to 
intermingle  with  the  proposal  that  was  agreed  on  in  regard  to  a  courthouse.    Here's  where  we 
began  being  the  scouts  for  the  state  in  regard  to  the  placement  of  a  state  operation  that  would  be 
a  part  of,  for  state  services,  which  we  were  providing  at  very  little  revenue  from  the  state  in 
regard  to  rentals  --  hoping  that  we  could  provide  the  state  ground  in  some  location  that  they 
would  not  have  to  secure  themselves. 

This  is  where  the  separation  of  the  original  thought  on  the  court  being  provided  and 
owned  by  the  county,  the  acquisition  being  done  by  the  county,  the  construction  being  done 
by  the  county,  and  we  would  charge  them  on  rental  use  basis  for  the  space  that  they  needed. 
Now  we  have  a  report,  which  we  have  had  in  our  hands  for  approximately  one  week.    I  have 
read  it  over;  and  I  have  read  it  over.    The  biggest  letter,  that  I  can  see  written  across  it  is 
BIASED.    It  is  so  biased,  it  is  pathetic.    If  the  state  would  have  followed  out  our  request  to 
them  to  give  us  a  study  on  what  we  had  asked  for  -  a  courthouse  to  house  the  district  and 
the  present  circuit  court  -  then  1  think  the  proposal  that  we  have  in  our  hands  this  morning 
would  have  meaning.    The  study  is  so  biased  in  the  fact  that  it  relates  generally  to  the  state 
office  building  which  wants  to  be  a  part  of  it,  of  which  1  am  sure  that  one  of  these  days  this 
City  will  regret  to  no  end  if  it  is  brought  downtown.    And  I  am  sure  that  me  being  a  party  to 
this  administration  at  this  time,  that  somewhere  down  the  road  a  finger  will  be  pointed  at  me 
that  1  was  a  party  of  possibly  seeing  that  this  state  building  was  built  downtown.    All  the 
serious,  adverse  conditions  that  it  is  going  to  bring  forth,  I  am  sure  this  City  will  regret  and 
the  taxpayer  will  regret. 
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At  no  time  have  I  ever  said  that  this  county  did  not  need  a  courthouse.     I  hove 
.gested  and  have  given  alternatives,  that  we  could  consider  on  our  present  facilities.    I 
,ve  also  suggested  that  we  should  look  into  other  areas  to  build  one,  looking  into  the  future, 
lese  suggestions  have  had  great  meaning  to  people  that  1  hove  come  in  contact  with  and  who 
Ive  called  me,  but  at  no  time  have  any  of  these  people  come  forth  with  their  lette,^  to  the 
,itor,  or  with  their  views  to  the  poper,  or  suggesting  more  information  or  opportunity  for 
.tizen  input.    Moybe  we  are  working  with  a  bureaucracy  here  that  no  one  seems  to  wont  to 
leok  up  and  challenge. 

Let  me  say,  ladies  and  gentlemen,  that  1  represent  you  present  and  every  other  person 
at  is  absent  here  this  morning  in  this  county,  and  1  feel  and  know  that  there  is  great  desire 
,  the  people  to  be  informed  as  to  what  the  public  is  going  to  have  to  support  here  in  the 
ay  of  a  courthouse  and  any  other  related  buildings  that  may  come  about  by  this  study.     1  think 
,is  is  the  only  thing  that  I  have  asked  all  along,  and  I  have  assured  you  that  I  feel  there  is 

need  of  a  courthouse;  and  I  have  already  said,  numerous  times,  that  I  have  no  problem  with 
^  courthouse  being  downtown,  but  asked  to  inform  the  people,  giving  them  an  opportunity 
3  speak  on  the  issue.    When  the  original  letter  come  out,  I  signed  it  indicating  I  would  look 
avorably  on  locaHng  a  courthouse  downtown  -  a  courthouse  will  not  generate  additional 
raffic  problems  --  but  I  did  not  support  a  state  complex  downtown.    I  am  sure,  just  as  sure  as 

om  sitting  here,  that  the  City  and  this  county  is  going  to  regret  it  if  it  goes  down  there. 
The  present  courthouse  exists  downtown,  and  the  City  has  lost  businesses  that  they 
^uld  have  lo'>f  and  will  continue  to  lose  regardless  if  we  build  a  modern  courthouse.    The 
Mall  has  been  built;  it  has  attracted  the  type  of  commercial  industry  moving  out.    Some  of 
these  moves  may  prove  to  be  a  mistake  in  the  future.    All  grass  isn't  the  greenest  on  the  other 

iifir  of  the  fence. 

I  don-t  want  to  sit  here  and  elaborate  on  what  1  feel  the  future  of  Frederick  should  be, 
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I  think  this  administration  has  made  great  strides  in  the  short  time  they  have  been  in  office. 
Tliey  have  used  great  foresight.     I  think  they  are  beginning  to  see  wliat  the  role  of  Frederick 
City  is  to  be  within  this  county.    I  would  hope  that  they  will  continue  to  keep  open  minds 
and  use  foresight,as  I  can  see  a  great  future  in  Frederick  City  with  Its  historical  heritage, 
and  I  think  that  once  you  deny  it  and  close  your  eyes  to  It,  you  will  have  lost  a  great  potential. 
So,  what  is  before  us  this  morning  is  nothing  more  than  a  report  that  has  been  gathered, 
of  which  I  have  been  a  part  of  in  several  meetings  in  Baltimore.    Those  that  were  privileged 
to  be  present  at  that  time  witnessed  the  same  thing.    All  they  have  done  in  the  State  Department 
is  catalog  it.    I  think  all  I  ask  this  morning  is  that  our  people  be  given  the  right  to  learn  what 
is  in  this  report;  and  I   think  in  the  absence  of  that,  it  mokes  it  awfully  hard  for  me  to  make  a 
decision  on  their  behalf  in  the  absence  of  it.    I  think  if  my  fellow  commissioners  would  want 
to  be  honest  with  you,  I  have  said  this  all  along.    I  think  our  people  are  asking  for  it,  but  they 
don't  want  to  be  vocal;  they  don't  want  to  stomp  their  feet  and  beat  the  desk  and  say  "Let  us 
know  what  it  is  all  about."    I  think  we  owe  it  to  them.    And  that  is  all  I  am  asking  this 
morning  --  let's  let  our  people  know  what  is  in  this  report  before  we  make  any  decision. 

The  Council  of  Governments  has  asked  that  alternate  sites  be  studied  ~  this  has 
been  done.    The  record  is  here.    Let's  discuss  it  with  them;  let's  take  it  to  our  people  and 
give  them  a  right  to  hear  whol  we  have  to  say  and  let  them  provide  input.     1  feel  very  strongly 
that  we  owe  this  to  our  people  -  this  is  an  inherited  right.    I  think  as  elected  officials  we  owe 
it  to  them,  and  In  the  absence  of  this,  1  cannot  in  good  conscience,  this  morning,  support  the 
acceptance  of  this  report  until  such  time  as  our  people  have  had  the  opportunity  to  review 
every  word  that  is  in  the  state  study,  and  I  think  we  have  an  obligation  to  do  it;  and  then  at 
such  time,  it  will  be  very  easy  for  me  to  make  the  right  decision « 

DONALD  L.  LEWIS 
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Dorsey,  Lawrence  A.  _  Frederick  County  Commissioner 

Ebersole,  Donald  S.  .  Field  Supervisor  for  Western  Maryland  Employment 

Security  Administration 

Fritz,  James  H.  -  Former  Grand  Secretary,  International  Order  of  Odd  Fello. 
Ganley,  Paul  -  Real  Estate  Broker 

Hill,  iailiam  C.  -  Counselor  in  Charge,  Vocational  Rehabilitation,  Frederic 

uiiice  ' 

Button,  W^lace  E.   -  Delegate,   Frederick  County 

Johnson,  Lawrence  -  ^^rector,   Frederick  County  Deparl^ent  of  Planning  and  . 

Kehne,  Max  -  Frederick  City  Councilman  (Deceased) 

Koons,   Dr.   Donald  Z.   -  Director  of  Personnel,  Frederick  County  Department 

oi  Education 

Lach,   Charles  -  Department  of  State  Planning  Staff 

Leckenby,  William  R. ,  Jr.   -  District  Public  Defender  for  District  #1,  Offi] 

of  the  Public  Defender  ' 

Lewis,  Donald  L.   -  Frederick  Co^ty  Commissioner 
Local  Realtors  -  Several  Firms  in  Frederick 
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Mach,  William  -  Frede.^ick  City  Building  Inspector 

Kagaha,   'E..   Paul  -  Mayor  of  Frederick 

Main,   Charles  V.   -  Chief  of  Police,  Frederick  City 

Malloy,  Peter  -  Bureau  of  Relocation  Assistance,  State  Hiphway  Administration 

McKane,  Raymond  L,  -  Regional  Supervisor,   Court  Region  6,   Division  of 

Juvenile  Services 

Menconeri,  Richard  -  Planner,   Frederick  Co\xnty  Department  of  Planning  and 

Zoning 

Mohler,  Thomas  G.    -  District  Engineer,  Maryland  State  Highway  Administration, 

District  77 

Norris,  Lumen  F.  -  Supervisor  of  Assessments  for  Frederick  County 

Nostopka,  VyliouE  -  Bureau  of  Highway  Design,  State  Highway  Administration 

Price,  Carolyn  -  Planner,  Frederick  County  Department  of  Planning  and  Zoning 

Pue,  Michael  -  Frederick  City  Engineer 

Rice,  Charles  -  Frederick  City  Covmcilman 

Rosenstock,  Benjamin  -  Former  Coiansel  for  Board  of  Trustees  of  Loats  Orphanage 

Simmers,   Paul  -  Area  Administrator,   Division  of  Parole  ■^  Probation 

Smelser,   Charles  H.   -  State  Senator,  Second  District 

Spi knell.   Dr.   -  Deputy  State  and  County  Health  Officer 

Summers,  H.   Thomas  -  Supervisor,  State  Highway  Administration,   R.O.W.   Divi- 
sion, District  7 

Thomas,  Edward  P.,  Jr.   -  State  Senator,  Second  District 

Virts,  f".  Clifton  -  Frederick  County  Delegate 

Warfield  John  C.   -  Property  Owner 

Wiles,  Shirley  -  Assistant  to     upervisor,  Maryland  Veterans  Commission, 
Frederick  Office 

V/illard,  Mrs.  Carl  B.   -  Wife  of  the  late  Cnrl  B.  V/illard,  property  owner 

'//lllets,  Kenneth  H.   -  Project  Forrester,   Frederick  Field  Office,  Maryland 

Forest  Service,   Uepartmont  of  Forests  and  Parks 
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Wood,    Dr.   George  -  Extension  /igent,  Maryland  Cooperative  Extension 

Service,  Frederick  County 


Organization  Contacted 
Maryland  Historical  Trust 
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